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.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, | © 


EXAMPLE 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, MAY ito, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s setreven that Mr. Justice Kay has intimated to the Lord 
Chancellor his wish to resign his office of judge, but that the Lord 
Chancellor has requested him not to send in his resignation, in the 
hope that he may be able to return to his duties. ~ 





Tere was a meeting of the judges of the Supreme Court on 
Wednesday last, at which, if rumour speaks correctly, proposals 
for applications for new trials, after trial with a jury, being made 
to the Court of Appeai, were considered. . 





ALTHOUGH THE new arrangement whereby the adjourned sum- 
monses awaiting hearing before Mr. Justice Kar are to be dealt 
with in instalments by three other of the judges of the Chancery 
Division, has, at first sight, the appearance of being rather clumsy, 
it is, upon the whole, as good as any other which could have been 
made with the present available judge power. So many interests 
have had to be considered—first, the suitors themeelves ; then the 
members of the bar practising before Mr. Justice Kexewicu, who 
has hitherto taken the whole of the interlocutory business apper- 
taining to Mr. Justice Kay; then the interests of counsel practising 
before Mr. Justice Kay, and before the other three judges of the 
same division—that, unless the work were distributed, the 
of inconvenience would be unduly divided. As it is, th 
venience is distributed over four courts, and the evil, as 
any one class of parties concerned, is minimized. 





Tue case of Murtagh v. Barry, which came before the Queen’s 
Bench Division at the end of last month, raises an important ques- 
tion as to the power of county court judges to grant new trials. 
Hitherto the better opinion has been that the judges an 
unfettered discretion to grant or refuse new trials, which could not 
be reviewed on appeal. But, in the case cited, the court (Lerd 
Coreriper, C J., and Marnew, J.) held, on appeal, that no such 
absolute discretion was vested in the county court judges by sec- 
tion 88 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that “ the 
judge shall also tx every case whatever have the power, if he shall 
think just, to order a new trial to be had upon such terms as he 
shall think reasonable, and in the meantime to stay the proceed- 
ings.” We forbear for the present to do more than mention this 
ca se intention, at an early date, to discuss it at 
ength. 


A porrt which arose in a case of Re Palmer, Palmer v. Hard- 
wick, before Mr. Justice Kuxewicn last week, is of some interest to 
those who have to before the official referees. = simple 
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accounts and inquiries, which accounts and inquiries were pro- 
ceeded with before himself, and the question before the court arose 
through his making a subsequent order directing money to be paid 
into court, which order the registrar objected to draw up as not 
being within the jurisdiction of the referee. As the original judg- 
ment of the referee was altered by adding a direction for judgment 
to be entered for the accounts and inquiries, the question as to the 
jurisdiction to make the subsequent order has been shelved for a 
Whether it will again be brought forward will depend on 
circumstances on which it would be improper to offer any comment. 


F 





Tuene HAve been divers speculations as to what precise pro- 
posal Lord Sarissury intended to satirize by his diverting ob- 
servations at the Academy banquet on “our grandmother, 
the State.” ‘You see,” he said, “that the philanthropic in- 
stincts of paternal government are perpetually endeavouring 
to extend its blessings over a wider and wider area. I 
use the term ‘paternal,’ but it is incorrect. We speak of 
the mother country or the fatherland, but if we adapted 
metaphors to the reality of the case we should speak of 
grandmother, the State.’’’ We think thst these observations 
have been aimed at the strange proposal that “ our grand- 
” should undertake the great mass of the conveyancing 
the country; that she should conduct the transfer 
mt the country, and compel people, whether 
not, to accept her services. It is easy to see how 
proposal must appear to Lord Satissury’s robust 
He is probably aware that the author of this pro- 
admits that the private individuals who have hitherto con- 
this business have “‘ done their duty with t care and 
” Confessedly there is no fault to be found with the 
mode in which the work is now done. Lord Satissury has also, we 
believe, stated (his words were quoted by the Duke of Mart- 
BorovcH last year) that, according to his own experience, 
while in France he has to pay for costs of transfer of land 12 
per cent. on the purchase-money, such costs in this country do not 
exceed 4 or 5 per cent. No one pretends that there is any general 
eutery against the cost of transfer of land, or any general demand 
achapge. But if there were, how would it shew that the 

be put into the hands of “our grandmother, the 
”? We think that the hope Lord Satissury expressed—that 
Royal Academy might escape Government superintendence—is 
less applicable to the landowners of the country. 
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Lond Satissvny’s observations appear to be very applicable to 
made by the Public Trustee Bill that “our grand- 
the State” shall undertake the function of trustee. On 
i report on the Bill of a committee of the Liverpool 
i which we regret we cannot this week print in full, 
very pertinent observations. The committee observe 
proposes to establish officialism in a department of 
which hss hitherto been left to the individual. To what 
this will be done is to depend very largely upon general 
to be made under conditions which render opposition of 
practical effect. This officialism, although sometimes 
voluntarily adopted by a settlor, — 2: other cases be compul- 
sorily imposed.” The committee draw attention to the clause 
which requires the court having jurisdiction in probate matters to 
consider the public trustee as in law entitled equally with an 
a grant of letters of administration. ‘It is easy,” 
foresee that in every case of a family dispute the 
ould naturally be selected by the court in prefer- 
the next of kin. Very important, too, in this 
general order to confer upon the public 
trust or duty.’ Should the public trustee be em- 
such a general order to the office of official 
ly likely that a court 
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under clause 2 of the Bill, the court may appoint 
public trustee wile trustee of uny English will or settlement. 
islation has, we think, been too 


Fike aspect of the proposed 
ciemiddipaieiae. 


pn * ar private person to that office.” And to thie we 
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In rue case of Re Spackman (ante, p. 439), upon which we com- 
mented last week, the Court of Appeal decided that an assignment 
of the whole of a debtor’s property could not be an act of bank- 
ruptcy under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, section 4, sub-section 
(1) (a), unless made by deed, nor under clause (4) of the same 
sub-section unless there was an actual intent to defraud the credi- 
tors. 1t appears, however, to be very difficult to reconcile this de- 
cision with the long-established doctrine that, if an insolvent debtor 
surrenders his property for distribution amongst his creditors other- 
wise than according to the provisions of the bankrupt law, the 
transaction is contrary to the policy of that law, and fraudulent 
and void as against creditors and an act of bankruptcy. This doc- 
trine is well illustrated by the case of Hx parte Saffery, Re Oooke 
(4 Ch. D. 555), and is there thus stated by Turner, LJ.: ‘‘ We 
are of opinion that the demand was lawfully and rightly made by 
the trustee in bankruptcy upon the broad, general, and universal 
principle that any cessto bonorwm made by an insolvent debtor on 
the eve of bankruptcy for the benefit of some creditors to the ex- 
clusion of others, or any scheme of arrangement made for the dis- 
tribution of his assets by such person otherwise than according to 
the provisions of the bankrupt law, is a plain and palpable fraud 
upon the creditors who are excluded or disappointed, or who may 
be delayed or hindered thereby.” And Lord Carens, in the 
same case on appeal to the House of Lords (sub nom. Tomkins v. 
Saffery, 3 App. Cas. 222), said: “If it was a cessio bonorum of his 
estate generally, it is unnecessary to consider any further question. 
A general surrender of his estate would of itself be an act of 
bankruptcy whatever the intent or purpose may have been.” 
But in opposition to these emphatic statements as to what con- 
stitutes sufficient fraud for an act of bankruptcy, the Court of 
Appeal are now of opinion that under the present Act an actual 
intention to defraud is an essential element in clause (4), and in 
justification of this it was pointed out that clause (a) was specially 
introduced to provide for assignments of property where there 
was no actual fraud. There would doubtless be much weight io 
this consideration if it were possible to entertain it, but it must 
be remembered that exactly the same distinction between assign- 
ments in trust for creditors and fraudulent gifts, deliveries, or 
transfers, had been made in the Act of 1869, on which Hw parte 
Saffery, Re Oooke, was decided, and yet neither the Court of 
Appeal nor the House of Lords perceived that it made any differ- 
ence in the old doctrine as to what constitutes fraud in bank- 
ruptey. The decision is another illustration of the reluctance of 
the courts to see fraud where there is no actual fraudulent inten- 
tiop, but it is hardly safe to depart in this way from the accepted 
construction of the statute. 





WHEN AN oRDER is made in chambers containing a condition to 
be performed by the respondent to the summons within a specified 
time, with a penalty in favour of the applicant upon non-perform- 
ance accordingly, is it necessary for the applicant, in order to 
obtain the benefit of the default penalty, to draw up, and (as a 
further step) to serve the mdent with, the order before the 
specified time expires, both sides having been present when the 
decision was given? In the Script Phonography (Limited) v. 
Gregg (reported elsewhere), referred from chambers, Noxra, J., held 
that where an order was made dismissing an action unless plaintiff 
delivered his claim within twenty-one days, and the order was not 
drawn up within that time, the action, notwithstanding, became 
dead when that time expired, the order taking effect from the time 
it was pronounced, and the plaintiff’s application for further time 
was dismissed. In that case the registrar, in order to surmount 
the difficulty that no order had been drawn up within the twenty- 
one days from the date of the decision, drew up gn order, after that 
period had expired, giving the laintift twenty-one days from the 
tervice (instesd of from the date) of the order; the defendants 
objecting, however, to the extension of time thereby granted to 
the plaintiff. We understand that the course adopted by the 
registrar is that pursued in similar cases on the common law side, 
except that the consent of the applicant is first required to the 
order being drawn up in terms of the time running from the 
service of the order. If this consent is refused, the summons 
either has to be restored to the list with the master’s assent, or a 
short extension of the time is granted by the master ex parte to 
enable the order to be drawn up and served within such 
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time. The respondent cannot take objection to this ex parte 
extension, as it is an act of grace in his favour. So far as to 
drawing up an order. As to service of an order, Frerp, J., held in 
Hopton v. Robertson (28 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrnat, 375), where, under 
order 14, money was ordered to be paid to the plaintiff in a fixed 
time, otherwise judgment, that it was unnecessary to serve the order 
previous to proceeding to judgment, the defendant having knowledge 
of the decision. When, however, the order contains a condition to 
be performed by the respondent (such, for instance, as payment 
into court under order 14 or otherwise) which is of such a nature 
that it cannot be performed unless the applicant either draws up 
and serves the order (thereby enabling the respondent to turn the 
copy order served into an office copy by payment of twopence per 
folio), or alternatively tenders the original order to the respondent 
on his undertaking to return, for the purpose of compliance with 
the order, it must not be overlooked that the applicant would never 
be permitted to take the benefit of the decision and penalize the 
respondent for his (the applicant’s) Jaches in neglecting to proceed 
as above indicated within the time allowed for the fulfilment of 
the condition ; the temporary possession of the order, or the ability 
to obtain an office copy, being here absolutely essential to compli- 
ance therewith. Oversight of this important consideration forms a 
trap into which practitioners are now still more likely to fall by 
making too wide an application of the recent case as well as of the 
older case cited. Attention is therefore drawn to the fact that it is 
not in every case that an order can with impunity be omitted to be 
promptly drawn up, and in some instances to be promptly served 
also. 





In Re Hammond and Waterton’s Arbitration (ante, p.-437) the 
Divisional Court (Vavenan Wittiams and Lawrance, JJ.) applied 
the rule as to the distinction between arbitrators and valuers that 
has been established by Re Hopper (2 Q. B. 367) and Re Carus- 
Wilson and Greene (18 Q. B.D. 7). In view of the increased 
facilities for enforcing awards given by the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
it is of course additionally important that proceedings which are 
in no proper sense arbitrations should not be construed as such. 
As was pointed out by Cocxsurn, C.J., in the former of the above- 
mentioned cases, it is of the essence of an arbitration that it should 
assume the character of a judicial inquiry, and should be con- 
ducted on the ordinary principles on which judicial inquiries are 
conducted by hearing the parties and the evidence of their wit- 
nesses. To this the Court of Appeal, in the second case, added 
the consideration that an arbitration is meant to settle a difference 
which has arisen between the parties, whereas a valuation is agreed 
upon in order to prevent any difference from arising. It may be 
noticed that this test goes somewhat further than the previous one, 
as it implies that the parties have formulated their claims, and 
have failed to agree upon them before the arbitration begins. In 
some cases—and such was the compensation care of Re Hopper 
(supra)—there had apparently been no definite claim made, but the 
amount was to be settled by the arbitrators after hesring the 
parties and their witnesses. The present case was, of course, clear 
enough on both grounds. There had been, when the valuation 
commenced, no dispute between the parties, and, so far from any- 
thing in the nature of a judicial inquiry being contemplated, the 
arbitrators, who were a seedsman and a market gardener, were 
obviously appointed because they could of their own knowledge 
settle the amount to be paid. It may be noticed that section 17 of 
the Arbitration Act, under which an award can be enforced in the 
same manner as a judgment, appears not to impose on the court or 
judge any obligation to allow this, but to leave it in each case to 
their discretion. 


INDIAN RATLWaY companies appear to be subject to even greater 
perils in the shape of litigation than is the case with similar bodies 
in England. In the case of Zhe South Indian Railway Co. v. 
Ramakrishna (I. L. R. 18 Mad. 84) the appellant company had 
been sued for defamation, in consequence of a guard in the com- 
pany’s employment having said to a passenger, ‘I suspect you are 
travelling with a wrong ticket.” It will be remembered that in 
India the law of defamation, in civil as well as criminal proceed- 
ings, is regulated by the Penal Code, which recognizes no distino- 
tion between libel and slander. The court of first instance had 


awarded 100 rupees dameges to the respondent, but this amount | 





had been reduced to 10 rupees by the lower appellate court. In 
arguing the case before the High Court, the respondent’s counsel 
urged that the words complained of were acti as imputing 
an offence punishable under the Indian Railway Acts, and that, 
as it was within the ecope of the guard’s authority to call for the 
passenger’s tickets, the company must, according to the English 
authorities, be liable for a tortious act committed by him in the 
exercise of his authority. The judges of the High Court, however, 
allowed the appeal. Coxtrs, C.J., held thet the words complai 

of had been spoken bond fide, and could not have inflicted any 
injury to the respondent’s reputation. Witxkrnsoy, J., expressed a 
doubt whether any expression of a mere suspicion could be action- 
able, but held that it would be straining to an unprecedented ex- 
tent the principle that a railway company is responsible for the 
manner in which its servants do acts within the scope of their 
authority, if the court were to hold that the expression of an un- 
founded suspicion by a servant could render the company liable in 
a suit for slander. He also cited the maxim de minimis non curat 
lex, and expressed an opinion that the alleged injury was too slight 
to cause any harm. 





Iw tHe case of Haslewood v. The Oonsolidated Credit Co. ( Lims- 
ted) the Court of Appeal upheld a bill of sale which had been pro- 
nounced bad by the Lord Chief Justice and the Master of the 
Rolls, sitting as a divisional court, apparently on the ground that 
as its construction was doubtful it could not be said to be 
sufficiently in accordance with the statutory form. But this is 
begging the question. It is clearly for the court first to decide 
what the construction is, and then to see whether, upon such 
construction, there has been a sufficient compliance with the statute. 
And so in Goldstrom v. Tallerman (18 Q. B. D. 1) the Court of 
Appeal first overruled the Divisional Court on the construction of a 
bill of sale, and then proceeded to declare in favour of its validity. 
In the present instance the trouble seems to have been over a point 
of grammar. The bill provided for the repayment of the principal 
sum in monthly i ents, and for the payment of sll the 
interest which should have accrued thereon at a given rate on the 
day when the last instalment was to be due. There was, further, 
a stipulation that, ‘‘in case default shall be made in payment of any 
of the said instalments of the principal sum, the same shall, until 
payment, continue to bear interest at the rate aforesaid.” The 
Divisional Court appear to have referred the words ‘“‘the same” to 
the immediately preceding words “‘ principal sum,” and hence to 
have concluded that upon default in the payment of any one instal- 
ment interest on the —- would at once become due, 
however much might previously have been psid off. But it does 
not seem to require much perspicuity to see, as the Court of 
Appeal did, that the subject-matter of the claure is the instal- 
ments, and that it is these which, upon default in payment, are to 
bear interest. Apart from the clause, this would be the natural 
way in which the interest would be calculated, and it was held 
that there was no such departure from the statutory form as to 
make the bill of sale void. The confidence (may we add, glee ?) 
with which Lord Justice Corron set the Lord Chief Justice and the 
Master of the Rolls right, is diverting. They wiil be consoled to 
know that he considers them “instructed men; they understood 
grammar, and knew the law.” But for all that, it was very nice 
to have an opportunity to overrule them. 








On the Ist inst. in the House of Commons, in answer to Mr. P. M’Donald, 


the Chancellor of the Exchequer said: A departmental committee, as I 
think the House is aware, was ted to consider how the difficulties 


connected with the admission of 


thought desirable to take to provide for their admission. 
of the committee has been paceented to the Treasury ; but I have not yet 
had time to consider their usions, 
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GIFTS OF CHATTELS JW7ER VIVOS. 

Tue case of Cochrane v. Moore (ante, p. 436), in which the 
Court of Appeal have decided that delivery is necessary to 
perfect a gift of chattels, made otherwise than by deed, will prob- 
ably be remembered as one of the most striking instances of the 
direct influence of Roman law upon English. In the later Roman 
law it was recognized that no artificial restrictions ought to be put 
upon the transfer of property, and that the one thing to be aimed 
at was to discover and carry out the owner’s intention. Thus 
Garvus says: “ Nihil enim tam conveniens est naturali cequitati 
quam voluntatem domini volentis rem suam in alium transferre 
ratam haberi” (41 Dig. I. 9, 3). Consequently there came into 
general use the simple means of transfer in which the owner’s in- 
tention was shewn by an actual delivery of the thing, and this was 
supposed to be derived from the jus gentium. In the same passage 
Garus says: “‘ He quoque res, que traditione nostre fiunt, jure 
gentium nobis adquiruntur.”” Upon this, however, two observations 
require to be made. In the first place, mere delivery was by no 
means the only requisite. This must have been preceded by some 
legal ground for the transfer: “‘ Numgquam nuda traditio transfert 
dominium, sed ita, si venditio aut aligua justa causa pracesserit, 
propter quam traditio sequeretur” (Paulus, 41 Dig. I. 31), And 
next, while the owner’s will was not thought to be properly evi- 
denced unless there was both justa causa and traditio, the latter 
Frequisite was not insisted on too strictly, and it was enough if the 
actual possession of the thing remained with the transferee. Thus, 
Gatvs again says: ‘“‘ Interdum sine traditione nuda voluntas domini 
sufficit ad rem transferendam, veluti si rem, quam commodavi aut 
locavi tibi aut apud te deposui, vendidero tibi: licet enim ex ea 
causa tibi eam non tradiderim, eo tamen, quod patior eam ex causa 
ionis apud te esse, tuam efficio” (41 Dig. 1. 9,5). Of course, 
it makes no difference that the case here alluded to is one of sale ; 

donation is equally a justa causa, or a valid ground for transfer. 
The above passages have been selected as representing most 
clearly the foundation of the later Roman law on the question of 
the transfer of ownership. The next step is to turn to Bracron, 
and see what form it assumes with him. In his second book, 
“* De acquirendo rerum dominio,” he begins with certain modes of 
acquisition well known to the Roman law, such as accessio, 
apecificatio, &c., but then, instead of passing to the general head 
of traditio, and grouping under it the various juste cause, he 
5 to consider these latter in order. In so doing he starts 
with gifts, and treats of these in a series of chapters. The result, 
of course, is obvious. As there has been hitherto no separate 
discussion of traditio, and as this is the main element in transfers 
by gift, just as in all other transfers, it has now to be considered 
under the sub-beading of donations. Accordingly, after con- 
sidering the various classes of gifts and kinds of charters, he 
states (Ch. 17) that no gift is complete without delivery, and then 
proceeds to a general discussion of the requisites of ‘raditio and 
possessio. Having done this, the case of transfer on sale can be 
very shortly dealt with, and this is done in chapter 27. As before, 
traditio ie still essential, and the necessity for it is placed on 
exactly the same ground as in the case of gifts. Only by delivery 
by usucapion, says Buacton, can ownership be transferred 
And he emphasizes this by adding that until delivery the risk of 
the thing remains with the vendor, although the Roman law, in 
spite of the continued ownership of the latter, had come to adopt 

different rule. 

Buracton’s general theory, thercfore, is based directly on the 
Romsn law, and as the Court of Appeal have done little more 
than follow him, to the same source also must their recent decision 
be referred. Reference was, indeed, made to Fiera and Burrow, 
bat these authors were too much under the influence of Bractow 
to serve as independent authorities. What we really want is 
information from an undoubtedly English source as to the practical 
requirement of delivery, but unfortunately this seems to be 
Mr. Mairisxp has told us « good deal abeut the seizia 
of chattels in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries (Law 
Quarterly Review, 1., p. 324), but his cases do not touch the 
question, and it is doubtfal whether any suitable ones are 
existence. One thing, however, is quite clear. If delivery 
was ever in English law « general requisite for the validity 
of chattels, it has long ceased to be so. Con- 
this the case in regard to sales (Blackburn on 


B 


1 


of a transfer 
spicuously is 





the Contract of Sale, c. 3), and hence there arises no slight 
presumption that the same thing would have happened in the 
case of gifts had they been of equal frequency and importance. 
But, as a matter of fact, there are comparatively few allusions to 
them. Such as they ere they were discussed some time ago in 
these columns (31 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 725), and will also, as 
Fry, L.J., pointed out, be found in Serjeant Mannine’s note to 
London and Brighton Railway Co. v. Fairclough (2 Man. & Gr. 
691). The result seems to be that in Edward IV.’s reign it had 
come to be established that no delivery was required where a gift 
was made by deed, and there is no actual judicial decision that 
delivery is necessary, even in other cases. On the contrary, there 
is a dictum of Coxz, C.J., in Wortes v. Clifton (1 Roll. Rep. 61), 
which, if it correctly expressed his meaning, is quite to the opposite 
effect. The fact is that Bracron’s law, so far as, up to 1819, it 
had actually been tested by judicial decisions—namely, in the case 
of sales and gifts by deed—had either been overruled or had not 
been acted upon, and there does not appear to be evidence that the 
rest of it, relating to gifts by parol, had ever been judicially 
recognized as the law of England. 


In 1819 there occurred the case of Zrons v. Smalipiece (2 B. & Ald. 
551), and as the question of the necessity of delivery was directly 
raised, a discussion of the matter might now have been expected. 
Unfortunately, however, the judges were misled by the false analogy 
of donations mortis causd. As to these there was the strong 
authority of Bunn v. Markham (2 Marsh. 532) that delivery was 
necessary, and there is really no doubt in the matter. They are 
copied from the Roman law, and bring with them from that source 
the requisite of delivery. But as to gifts inter vivos, there is no 
reason to regard them as equally of foreign origin, and to assume 
that the English law caonot of itself develop rules to govern them. 
Indeed the fact that this obvious distinction was overlooked seems 
quite enough to shew that the decision by no means merits the im- 
portance which was attached to it in the Court of Appeal. More- 
over, it is not as though its authority had been readily accepted 
since. As to the more recent cases, we have already discussed them 
in the article referred to above, and, while there are a few that 
favour the result of Irons v. Smallpiece, there soon came to be 
weighty dicta to an opposite effect. Finally, its authority seemed 
to have been quite set aside, and in the absence of any authorita- 
tive law a rule was growing up that in gifts inter vivos the sole 
requisite is that there should be a clear intention on the part of 
the donor to give, and on the part of the donee to accept, the 
subject-matter of the gift: Winter v. Winter (9 W. R. 747), Re 
Harcourt (31 W. R. 578), Re Ridgway (15 Q. B. D. 447). With 
reference to the objection of the Master of the Rolls, that the gift 
of a chattel of which the donor retains possession is no gift at all, 
some pertinent remarks will be found in Pottock and Wricur on 
Possession, at p. 198. It is there pointed out that, though, for 
want of consideration (not for want of delivery), the transaction is 
merely nudum pactum as against the donor, yet the donee had, as 
the law then appeared to be settled, the same rights against 
strangers as though the property had passed by the gift. 

The history of the matter seems, then, to be briefly as 
follows. In the Roman law delivery was required equally in gifts 
and in sales, but the jurists looked rather at substantial possession 
by the donee than at a strict ¢raditio. Bnacron took this law as 
it stood, applying it also both to gifts and sales, but without quali- 
fying in any way the nature of the delivery that was required. 
From his time down to 1819 there is an extraordinary absence of 
authority as to gifts by parol, though we know that his law had 
not been accepted as to sales and gifts by deed. In 1819 Jrons 
v. Smallpiece decided for the first time that delivery was necessary 
in the case of gifts by parol, but the grounds of the decision were 
clearly erroneous. Since 1819 the weight of authority has 
been the other way, and a rule has been-growing up that 
each case is to be governed by the clear intention of the 
parties. In this state of things comes the present decision in 
Cochrane v. Moore, and the result is curious. No attention is paid 
to the natural growth of the law in recent years, and no test is 
applied to discover whether, judged by the analogy of English law, 
its tendency is correct or not. On the con , we are carried 
back to law which Baacton chose to import from eet and, 
without any evidence of its adoption in the courts, are to that 
it represented, and still represente, existing English law. The 
more natural conclusion would seem to be that, so far as 
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reported cases go, there has been no distinctive English law on 
the subject until the present century, and that the recent attempts 
to create it have been made quite in the spirit of the Roman 
lawyers. Delivery was only useful as part of the evidence of 
intention, and it is the latter that may now properly be held to 
prevail. In a word, delivery is intelligible as a general requisite 
in the transfer of property, but when its necessity as such 
general requisite has been dispensed with, there does not seem to be 
any sufficient reason for retaining it as an exceptional requisite 
in the case of gifts by parol. Or, at any rate, if this is to be 
done, some better ground should exist than a mere following in 
this case of rules taken by Bractoy from the Roman law, which 
in all other cases have been overruled. 

Another point that merits attention is whether the courts, now 
that delivery is settled to be necessary, will be able to treat the 
idea in the free manner that the Roman lawyers did. With them, 
as we have seen, the essential thing was not actual delivery, but 

ion for some good reason by the transferee. To judge, how- 


ever, from Shower v. Pilek (4 Ex. 478), a prior possession by the | P' 


donee will, in the absence of actual delivery at the time of the 
gift, be held to be immaterial, and its circumstances will not be 
inquired into. It might not unreasonably be urged that a require- 
ment taken so directly from the Roman law should be treated 
with the freedom accorded to it there. But perhaps this is too 
much to expect. The necessity of delivery in the case of gifts 
must be regarded as purely anomalous, and it cannot be worked 
out with the nicety which was possible when it was part of one 
consistent whole. 








REVIEWS. 
MERCANTILE LAW. 


A CompPEenDIUM oF MERCANTILE Law. By Jonn Wit114M SmiTH, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. TznTH Eprrion. Edited by JoHN 
MAcDONNELL, M.A, a Master of the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture, assisted by Gzorcze Humpureys, B.A., Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A new edition of this standard work on mercantile law has long 
been desired by the profession, as the ninth edition, published in 
1877, had, to a great extent, become obsolete, owing to the combined 
operation of legislation and decided cases. The present edition is 
necessarily, in great measure, a new work on mercantile law, in 
which, however, the learned and careful editor has been at pains to 
follow the plan of the author, so that those who have been accus- 
tomed to consult the previous editions of Mr. Smith’s work will 
readily become familiar with the contents of the volumes before us. 
In determining to alter the original work, according to the plan of the 
author, inatead of either leaving the text intact and statingin notes 
or appendices that it no longer expresses the law, or inserting in the 
text within brackets matter modifying it, we believe that Mr. Mac- 
donnell has been well advised, for, as he truly states, ‘‘ whole chapters 
of the original work have beeu rendered obsolete by —— 
and when such is the case an editor must, it is obvious, if he desires 
to benefit the present generation of readers, necessarily, toa great 
extent, assume and discharge, however reluctantly, the functions of 
an author. The preparation of this edition has occupied, we are in- 
formed, a considerable time, owing tu the comprehensive character of 
the work itself, which embraces branches of mercantile law, and 
also on account of the many calls upon the editor’s time, which have 
Aa him from bestowing upon it his undivided and continuous 

ention. 

Unlike the precedimg editions of this work, the one just issued is 
divided into two volumes, in which the followi «56 subjects 
are, amongst others, treated—namely, partn “ law of joint- 
stcck companies, agency, bills of exchange, con with carriers, 
the contract of affreightment, insurance, sale, bottomry and 
respondentia, debt, guarantee, stoppage in transitu, lien, and bank- 
ruptcy. On each of these subjects much useful and valuable infor- 
mation is given, though, of course, the matter is a deal com- 
pressed, and no attempt is made to include ail the aw ities in the 

y few pages in which the vast subjects above indicated are 


Volume I, contains an admirable introduction by the editor, in 
which the history of mercantile law is traced, its sources are in . 
and its growth and development explained In it is disoussed, at 
some | , the question of how far the lex mercatoria may claim to 
be ed as a species of private international law, and it la peiated 
out that, while the statement made by early writers ‘ that the law 
merchant is a branch of the law of nations” sometimes meant no 


more than that it was free from certain technical rules of the 


form. 

Vol. IL. contains an appendix, which comprises the chief statutes 
relative to mercantile law. This volume also contains a full general 
index, which occupies some sixty-five 4 

We have no hesitation in recommending the work before us to the 
rofession and the public asa reliable guide to the subjects included 
in it, and as constituting one of the most scientific treatises extant on 
mercantile law. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,— Let me thank various writers for useful notes get 
Without exception, my correspondents say that they use the lexico- 
graphical index, and object to 2s. 6d. per name. I have now only to 
ask one final question, Is there anybody who uses, and is sati 
with, the parliamentary index ? Francis K. Munron. 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., May 7. 





MARRIED WOMEN'S PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—I shall be glad to know the opinion of any of your corres- 
pondents on the dhetietiee: 5 &@ married woman, having 
separate estate, enters into a contract (since the Act of 1882) 
repayment of a loan B. by instalments of principal and interest. 
hes ey By my pe ye i - 
ments. B. sues A. for i 
statement of claim in 
woman at the date of 


ture ? Tetley v. Gri, (36 W. R. 96). If so, judgment i 
defence can only be obtained in . 

case of Scott v. Morley (20 Q. B. 
dictum of Wills, J., in v. 
19 Q. B. D. 7), that ‘‘ the words of the Act apply to married 
and not to widows, 
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SOLICITOR MORTGAGEE’S PROFIT COSTS—RE WALLIS; 
RE ROBERTS, CUI BONO? 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
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such aid without first counting the cost, or, at any rate, of knowing 
that the ‘‘ labourer” whom he is about to employ will expect to be, 
and ought to be, peid his “hire.” To suppose that such a man 
expects not to pay the costs of a mortgage—costs by the way fixed by 
Act of Parliament, both as regards principle and amount—simply be- 
cause of the mere accident or incident that the solicitor himself has lent 
the money, often a great convenience to the client (as Re Roberts itself 
shews), who gets his loan more expeditiously than if an outside client 
had to be found, is absurd. And that the mere arrangement by the 
intended solicitor-mortgagee with a professional brother to prepare 
the deed, or do other work for him (of course, on proper terms as to 
costs), will enable such costs to be charged, makes the decisions more 
absurd still. How is the client benefited? In no way whatever; 
and, in cases of such an arrangement as above, it is probable that he 
may be charged more for the work, as there is no inducement for 
leniency where costs have to be shared; whereas, in cases of solicitor- 
mortgagees themselves doing the work, it is not infrequent that the 
client is not asked full scale. 

It is surely time that something more in accordance with present 
day logic should operate in these matters, instead of what was “laid 
down more than thirty years ago.” To no one more than to the 
ordinary layman will the absurdity of the decisions be obvious, 
for surely no man who is compos mentis, and not dishonest, engages a 
solicitor without expecting to have to pay him. There are other 
points in the decisions, amusing as well as absurd, but I dare not 
further trespass upon your indulgence. H. J. W. 

Warrington, May 7. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
COOK ». WHELLOCK—No. 1, 5th May. 


Peacrice—Sxcveiry ror Costs or Action—Acrion ny LANDLORD AGAINST 
Tenant—~Bankrvurtcy or Prartirr, 


Action to recover rent in arrear. The defendant in 1887 became 
gp the — of te ——- and entered into possession. In 
; — ring ught an action to recover three quarters’ rent, 
rupt in 1885, and his discharge bak been, made a adjudicated bis pay- 
‘ le conditional upon his pay- 

his creditors 5s. in the pound. This condition had not ee cnmieh 
The defendant thereupon —_— for security for the costs of the 
action. The master made an order that the plaintiff should give security 
for the defendants’ costs in the action in the sum of £60, and that in the 
meantime all oe should be stayed unless within seven days 
the official receiver were made plaintiff in the action. The judge in 
chambers, having referred the matter to the court, the Divisional Court 
aughan Williams and Lawrance, JJ.) discharged the order. The 


defendant 
Tux Covert Esuzr, M.R., and Fay and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
Esuze, M.R., said that the first point taken was that the 
was not the —_ piaintiff, but that the official receiver, ashis trustee 
bankruptcy, was proper person to sue, the plaintiff being an undis- 
ee The answer to that was that the defendant, who took 
the from plaintiff when he was a bankrupt, was estopped from 
denying the plaintiff's title. Further, the defendant at the trial would 
not, in his be allowed to give evidence of the plaintiff's bank- 
ruptcy, as that would be wholly i Oould the defendant, upon a 
preliminary summons, shew that the plaintiff was bankrupt with a view to 
ee we coe a the action? It was not necessary to 


a 


by a person behind him, but that if he succeeded he would hold the money 
i adine. na In his opinion the plaintiff was 
eee ne, S he wan, it not follow that he was a mere nominal 
plaintiff. it, by succeeding, obtain his discharge. Hence he 


would get a t, and he was not a mere nominal plaintiff. Upon all 
the appeal failed. Fry, L.J., concurred. Lorzs, L.J., said that 
defendant was from denying the plaintiff's title. Secondly, 


Rhodes ¥. Dawson had that bankruptcy alone was not sufficien 
ape eyaemce ge keg) pygeried e security for the costs of the action. 
Suen, Doe was not a mere nominal plaintiff. — 

hen Lynch ; Yelverton. Sorsicrrons, H. F. Oddy; G. A. Hall. 


KNILL v. TOWSE—No, 1, 3rd May. 


w—Country Councit—RecistraTion—Exzctor REGISTERED Ix 
MORE THAN ONE Division or 4 Counry—Ricut or Vormo—LocaL 
Govza»xanr Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c, 41), 88. 2, 75—Oounry Execrors 
(51 Vicr. c. 10), s. 7, sus-secrion 4—Municrrat Oonropations 
45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), 8. 51, sun-secrion 2; 8, 59. 


was an appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division (38 W. R. 383, 24 


Q. B. D. 186). At an election of county councillors for the administrative 
county Stoke in January, 1889, the defendant acted as presiding 


| 


aah 
i 





officer at one of the polling stations in the electoral division of the City of 
London. The plaintiff was duly registered as an elector for the county 
both in the City of London division and in the Greenwich division. The 

laintiff, having already voted in the Greenwich division, demanded a 

allot paper to enable him to vote in the City of London division. The 
defendant refused to supply a ballot paper or to receive the vote, on the 
ground that each elector could only vote in one division. The plaintiff 
thereupon brought an action in the City of London Court to recover 
damages for such refusal. The {idee ve judgment for the defendant, 
and the Divisional Oourt affirmed his ju ent. The plaintiff ap 4 

Tux Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dism the 
appeal. Lord Esuzr, M R., said that the question turned upon the con- 
struction of the statutes relating to this matter. Section 2, sub-section 1, 
of the Local Government Act, 1888, dealt with the election of county 
councillors, and provided that the council of a county should be elected 
in like manner as the council of a borough divided into wards. That 
referred to the mode of election in a borough divided into wards, and 
section 75 incorporated part 3 of the Municipal Oorporations Act, 1882, so 
far as the same was consistent with the provisions of the Act. Section 45 
of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, dealt with the preparation of 
the ward rolls and the burgess roll, and section 51, sub-section 2, enacted 
that no m should vote in more than ward. Section 59 further 
authorized the presiding officer to ask whether the voter had already voted 
in any other ward. Such was the mode of voting in a borough. All 
those sections were incorporated in the Local Government Act, 1888, and 
applied to an election for county councillors, and the only remaining 
inquiry was whether there was anything in the Local Government Act, 
1888, inconsistent with section 51, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1882. The 
argument was that, as by section 2, sub-section 4, of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888, the electors of county councillors were to be the persons 
registered as county electors under the County Electors Act, 1883, and as 
under section 7, sub-section 4, of the latter Act a county elector might be 
registered in more than one division register, there was an inconsistency 
between that section and section 51, sub-section 2, of the Municipal Oor- 
porations Act, 1882. He could see nothing inconsistent in sa; that a 
person might be registered as an electorin more than one division, and yet 
could only votein one. The same rule, therefore, applied to an election to 
a county council as to an election in a municipal borough. The plaintiff, 
therefore, was only entitled to vote in one division, and having voted in 
the Greenwich division he had no right to vote in the City of London 
division. Fry and Lorzs, L JJ., concurred.—Oounsz1, Finlay, Q O., and 
Russell Griffiths ; Henn Collins, Q.0., and J. V. Austin. Soxtcrrors, The 
City Solicitor ; Lowless § Co. 


LONDON STEAMSHIP OWNERS’ INSURANCE CO. v. THE GRAMPIAN 
STEAMSHIP CO.—No. 1, 24th April. 


Marixe Ixsunance—Luoyp's Porticy —Ruxwine Down Crarss—Liapimiry 
To Pay. ‘ 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Mathew and 
Wills, JJ.), reported 38 W. R. 190, 24Q. B. D. 32. The plaintiffs were 
a limited mutual marine insurance association, and sued the defendants 
for money received to their use. The defendants admitted the receipt, 
but claimed to retain the money under the following circumstances, 
which were stated in a special case for the opinion of the court. The 
defendants were the owners of the steamship Balnacraig, and which they 
insured with the defendants against loss or demage to any other vessel so 
far as not covered by Lloyd's policies, with running down clause attached. 
The Balnacraig was insured by a Lioyd’s policy with a ayy Bp 
clause in the following terms :—‘‘ And it is further agreed that if the shi 
hereby insured shall come into collision with any other ship or vessel, an 
the assured shall in consequence thereof become liable to pay, and shall 

y, any sum or sums not exceeding the value of the said vessel hereby 

ured, we, the assurers, will severally pay the assured such proportion 
of three-fourths of the sum Fy as our respective subscriptions hereto 
bear to the value of the said ship.” On December 10, 1886, and while the 
Balnacraig was so insured, she came into collision with The Karo. Both 
vessels were to blame, and both received injury ; but the damage sustained 
by Zhe Balnaerai, largely exceeded that sustained by Zhe Karo. In 
accordance with the Admiralty rule, the owners of Zhe Karo paid to the 
owners of The Balnacraig the ce between half the damage sustained 
by Zhe Karo and half the damage sustained by The Balnacraig. The 
defendants now claimed to be entitled to recover from the plaintiffs under 
the policy the rtion of half the damage sustained by The Karo, 
aleding that ugh they had not actually such amount to her 
owners, they had become liable to pay it, and it in fact been deducted 
from the sum paid to them by the owners of The Karo. The divisional 
court held that this was not a sum which the defendants had become 
liable to pay, and had paid, within the meaning of the runving-down 
that the defendants could not retain the plaintiffs’ 
e defendants sone 

Tus Oover (Lord Esuze, M R., and Fay and Lo?zs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal without calling on counsel for the respondents. Lord Esuzs, 
M.B., said that the House of Lords had laid it down in The Khedive that 
rstaining damage Same wee only ene Mopatie, wtlok “wen te be, eevee 

e, was only one ty, W was ascer- 
tained by the Admiralty rule. Each vessel had to pay half the damage 
sust, by the other. If those amounts were equal, they cancelled one 
another; but if one amount exceeded the other, then the vessel which 
was least injured had to pay the difference to the vessel which was most 
injured. in The Khedive was not given with a view 
to the lisbilities of underwriters, but it applied to such a case as the 
present, for it laid down that thero was only one liability. That liability 
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was, in this case, the liability of the owners of Zhe Karo to pay to the| one. The bill of 

defendants the difference between half the damage sustained by The Karo 

and sustained by The Balnacraig. The defendants had 

been under no liability to pay anything, nor had they paid anything, and 
attach. ¥ 


half the dame 
there was nothing to which the running-down clause could Fr 


and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsat, Gorell Barnes, QC., and Arthur 
.O., and B. A. Oohen. Soticrrors, Waltons, Bubb, ¢§ 


Russell ; Cohen, Q 
Johnson ; Parker, Garrett, ¢ Parker. 


BASLEWOOD v. THE CONSOLIDATED CREDIT CO. (LIM.).—No. 2, 3rd May. 
Bu or Sate—Vauiniry—Szovriry ror Monzy—Amaiauiry—DsrartTure 


yrom StaruToRY Form—Brxus or Sauz Act, 1882, s. 9—Scuzpvu.ep Form. 


The question in this case was as to the validity of a bill of sale, dated 
March 6, 1889, and made between the plaintiffs of the one part and the 


defendants of the other part as security for money. It was thereby wit- 


nessed that, in consideration of £30 by the mortgagees then paid to the 
rs, the mortgagors thereby assigned to the mortgagees the 


several chattels specifically described in the schedule thereto, and 
in or about the mo 


annum. 
ot them, would pay to the mortgagees the principal sum by the 
following—viz., ‘‘ £5 on the 9th March instant, £2 on the 6th A 1889, 
and £2 on the 6th of every succeeding month until the 6th February, 
1890, and the balance of the principal sum on the 6th March, 1890; and 
will, on the 6th March, 1890, also pay the interest which shall have 
accrued at the rate aforesaid upon the principal sum, and in case default 
shall be made in payment of any of the said instalments of the principal 
sum, the same shall, until payment, continue to bear interest at the rate 
aforesaid.’’ There was also a covenant by the mortgagees to insure the 
chattels, and power was given to the mortgagees, in case the mo: 
should make default in payment of the —y 4 thereby secured, or in 
other events therein mentioned, to enter upon the premises and to seize 
ion of the chattels, and to remove and sell the same. On 


and take 

June 15, 1889, one of the instalments being in arrear, the defendants put 

a man in possession. The plaintiffs brought the action t the 

mortgagees in the Mayor’s Court, claiming damages for wro: mata 
Recorder 


and trespass, and alleging that the bill of sale was invalid. 
nonsuited the plaintiffs. A divisional court of the Queen's Bench Division 
(Lord Coleridge, O.J,, and Lord Esher, M.R.) set aside the nonsuit. 
Their lordships were inclined to think that, upon the true construc- 
tion of the covenant in the bill of sale, the whole of the interest payab 
upon the whole principal sum, during the whole period a to the 
of the last ins' ent, was to be paid on the last day, without ginto 
account the instalments which had been paid, and that the words “‘ the 
same” in the clause relating to default referred to the oe sum, and 
that, consequently, on default by the mortgagors, interest would be 
yable upon the whole sum; and that, at any rate, there was so much 
bt as to the construction that the bill of sale, having departed from 
the statutory form, must be declared void. 

Tue Court (Corton, Linp.ey, and Bowsn, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the main argument against the validity of the bill of 
sale was that, if a bill of sale was not in the statutory form, it ought to be 
so clearly expressed as not to dezeive any instructed person. But 
Goldstrom v. Tallerman (31 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 60, 18 Q. B. D. 1) 

of that argument. There the Divisional Court, who were 
certainly instructed persons, re a construction upon a bill of sale which 
made it bad, and the Oourt of Appeal put a different construction upon 
the bill which made it valid. The Court of Appeal did not say that, b 
reason of the difference of opinion between the two courts, there was abe | 
an ambiguity in the language as to render the billof sale bad. No doubt 
there was a difference of judicial opinion in the present case; but his 
lordship did not think that on that bg alone this court ought to 
hold the bill of sale bad. It was the duty of the court to what 
was the true construction. The Divisional Oourt had not definitely 
ado the construction which his lordship rejected, yet they un- 
dou! used language from which he felt bound to dissent. The 
clause which the Divisional Court thought to be so ambiguous as to 
invalidate the bill was this :—‘‘ And will, on the said 6th of March, also 
By the interest which shall have accrued upon the said principal sum.”’ 
lordship quite that no interest was to be paid until that day. 
But was there any su’ tial departure from the statutory form in the 
words “interest which shall have accrued’? In his opinion there was 
not. It would not be right to p bee those words did not take into account 
the instalments gees | paid. e interest on the whole sum, the £30, must 
first be calculated, and then there must be struck off from the amount 
bearing interest the sums from time to time paid by means of the instal- 
ments. He thought the next clause made the matter clear—‘‘In case 
default shall be made in payment of any of the said instalments of the 
principal sum the same shall, until payment, continue to bear interest at 
the rate aforesaid.’”? The Lord Ohief Justice and the Master of the Rolls 
Were “‘instructed ’’ men; they understood grammar and knew the law; 
but his lordship could not agree that *‘ the same’ ought to be referred to 
“the eae eum.’’ The real antecedent was ‘‘ instalments,”’ and the 
words ‘‘ of principal sum"’ were introduced ez abundanti cautelé to 
define an eeeieny what the instalments were. Although his lord- 
, in g at conclusion, differed from the opinion of two 
jpdges of high position, he felt no doubt as to the m of the clause. 
thought tha’ the bill of sale was sufficient clear, that it ought 
not to have been declared void. Linviey, L.J., said that the only ‘ 
in the case arose from the fact that the Divisional Court had put a 
genstruction on the bill of sale which he could not think was the true 




























ors’ dwelling-house, by way of security for the 
" payment of the sum of £30 and interest thereon at the rate of 60 per cent. 
There was a covenant by the mortgagors that they, or one 
instalments | amount of interest 
























sale to 
repayment of £30, with interest at 60 per cent. The principal was made 
instalments, La 


principal 

repaid to the lender. To put such a co of an instrument of 
loan as would impose on the borrower an to pay interest 
on money already re 


was unreasonable, and would confer on 

the lender an and oppressive ad’ No doubt the stipulation 
as to the payment of interest was not i form in the schedule; but 
v. Zallerman it was 


in 
was it in accordance with the form? In Goldstren 
held that a similar clause was 


same” in that clause as referring to the instalmen 
It was unfortunate that the bill of sale did not expressly state the total 

payable, assuming the instalments to be 
paid, but left it for calculation. however, was covered by 
Re Cleaver (31 Soxtcrrors’ Jounnat, 218, 18 Q. B. D. 489), in which it was 
held that such an omission . arose 
from the fact that the Divisional Court had thought that the bill of sale 
was obscure and could properly bear another construction, but that 
difficulty was dealt with in Goldstrom v. Tallerman. Bowszn, LJ -» thought 
that Goldstrom v: Tallerman could not have been present to the minds of 
the judges of the Divisional Court.—Counssi, Sir H. Davey, Q.0., Cook, 
Q.0., Herbert Reed, and Carrington ; Candy, Q.C., and Russell Biggs. Sots- 
crrors, Evans § Batchelor ; John Hopkins. 


Re BROWN—No. 2, 7th May. 


Rartway Company—Oompvutsory Purcuass or Lanp—Payment or Pur- 
CHASE-MONEY INTO CourntT—TEMPORARY INVESTMENT IN Oonsots—ConveER- 
ston oF Nationa Dest—REDEMPTION—PRTITION FOR R&-INVESTMENT OF 
Repemprion Monry—*‘' CasH uNDER Oontroxt or Count ’*—InvEsTMEnts 
PERMITTED— Costs PAYABLE By CompANY—Lanps Ciavses OGNSOLIDATION 
Act, 1845, s. 80—23 & 24 Vicr. c. 38 (Lorp Sr. Laowanps’ Act), s. 10— 
R. 8. O., XXII, 17 (Novzmpsr, 1888). 

This was a petition, entitled in Lunacy, by the committee of a lunatic, 
often te nt tras os ee stock of the Great Northern 
Railway Oo. of money which had arisen originally from the compulsory 
purchase by a railway company of land st to the lunatic. The 
pietace-meaey wee Bete Bie oe ae 69 of the Lands Clauses 

solidation Act, and was in 1884, upon the petition of the committee, 
ordered to be invested in Consols, and ae ee ay Se ordered 


ef 
& 
I 
: 
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£ 
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was paid into court to the rege aly og ex parte the way 


company. The present petition asked as en 4 
mentioned, of money. The petition was heard on the 23rd of A: 
by Lindley and Bowen, L.JJ., when an order was made for the invest- 
ment of the money as asked, and it was ordered that the company 

pay Seteh Lindley, costs of the petition. 
compl 


ee por woheery Sapte ny ot. 
lordship also doubted whether, under the circumstances, it was right 
order the company to the costs of the 
soaut on those tire petete’ The peuibemare queued 
ment on wo 's cou ; 
Tae wee toe ckered toon tho teeman sera, os chewing tat Seay 
Ww was not to on as 
EU eee te tenes Cen Goatiaioen tants cans Gabe 
the control of the court’ within Lord St. Leonards’ Act. On the authority 
of this case (which Lindley, L.J., admitted he had overlooked), 

Tus Cover (Lord Harssvry, 0., and Oorron and Linpter, L.JJ.) held 
that the order for investment already t. 


Tux Oovrr, without deciding whether, under all circumstances, a com- 


pany ought to be ordered to the costs of a temporary investment 
ment other than the firs fe he mrp oe bgt ed wee en 
make such an order, held that, as the presentation of the petition 
for a temporary investment had been caused, not by of the 
persons interested in the , but by the act of the the 
Saney ae Se ee of the —Oounsat, D. Sturges ; 
Sargant, Soxicrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, ¢ j Bell, Brodrick, ¢ @ray. 
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Re KERSHAW, WHITAKER v. KERSHAW—No. 2, 7th May. 


Arrzat — Sxcurrry ror Costs—‘“Spzcrat Oracumstrances ” — Marrisp 
Wowan—Ssranars Estate with Restraint on Anticipation—R, 8. O., 
LVUIL., 15. 


This was an application by the anes to an appeal that the appel- 
lant, who was a married woman, might be ordered to give security for the 
costs of her appeal. The judgment against the appellant at the trial was 
in the form now always adopted in the case of a married woman—i.e., 
limited to her separate estate not subject. to a restraint on anticipation— 
and the ground of the application for security was, that she had no separ- 
ate estate which was not subject to such a restraint, and, consequently, 
that there was no property out of which the respondent would be able to 
force payment of the costs of the appeal, in case it should be unsuccess- 
In answer to the application it was urged, that it was the of 
the court to order security to be given for the costs of an appeal when it 
was shewn that the a t, if unsuccessful, would be unable to pay the 
respondent's costs ; not on the ground that the appellant would be merely 
unwilling to pay the costs. Here the appellant might have ample means, 
if she pleased, to pay the costs out of her income, and, indeed, by the 
time the a) was heard, there might be arrears of income out of which 
ent could compel payment of the costs. 

Tus Cover (Corroy, Livptzy, and Bowsn, L.JJ.) held that security 
must be given. Corron, L.J., said that the rule was not that security 
would never be ordered unless it was shewn that the appellant would be 
unable to pay costs if unsuccessful. The question was, whether there was 
any property against which the respondent, if successful, would have a 
legal right to enforce the payment of the costs. If there was no such pro- 
perty, security ought to be ordered. The present appellant was a married 
who had fg Nap ge estate subject to a restraint on anticipa- 

Married Women’s Property Act enabled her to sue without a 
next friend. It was said that the respondent had acted unreasonably in 
going on with the action after he knew that the appellant had no separate 
estate available to answer his claim. That might be so, but it was not a 
reason why he should not have security for the costs of the appeal. The 
married woman had chosen to appeal, and she must give security for the 
costs of her Lixpizgy and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsz1, 
Upjohn ; E. Ford. Souscrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, ¢ Parker ; Pitman § Sons. 
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LISTER & CO. v. STUBBS—No. 2, 5th May. 


Purscrpat any Acent—Secret Commission PAID To AGErnt—RicaT oF 
Principal TO FOLLOW INTO INVESTMENTS MADE BY AGENT—INIJUNCTION. 


This was an 2 from a decision of Stirling, J. (ante, p. 436). The 
defendant had employed as foreman in the hanes of : dyer, 
formerly carried on by the plaintiff, 8. O. Lister, and subsequently 
transferred by him to the plaintiffs, Lister & Co. (Limited). It was the duty 
to purchase materials required for the 
had been in the habit of making these 
Varley, drysalters, who, as the plaintiffs alleged, 

ae _ as — upon all 8 
essrs. Varley for the plaintiffs. The tiffs 
that the defendant had investad the moneys thus received by him 

of land and houses. The plaintiffs brought this 

the defendant the money which they 
wrongfully received as commission, and they moved for an inter- 
to restrain the defendant from or dealing with 

and houses. Stirling, J., held that the plaintiffs were not 
the moneys received by the defendant into the invest- 
e had made by means of them. That right existed only in the 
que trust yg ange who got in bis hands 
cestui que trust. o such relation existed between the 
plaintiffs and the defendant. The money which the defendant had received 
, not of the plaintiffs, and the plaintiffs 


t for it. 
Covrr (Corrox, Laypizy, and L.JJ.) affirmed the 
and was a sentenk a Stee een dion 

’ most corrupt one. But the ques 

was, Did that make the money, for which the defendant was A yet ny 
the plaintiffs, the money of the plaintiffs? His lordship 
that he had essed the right view in Metropolitan Bank v. 
to 779, 5 Ex. D, 319). The money 
the money of the plaintiffs; there was 
to the plaintiffs by reason of his 
not, before the pleintiffs had obtained 
His lordship was not aware of 
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any : ired to give security for 
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that | that he was entitled to the whole resid 





To hold otherwise would lead to some startling results. Box eee it 
t became bankrupt, the money which he had received in 


the defendan 
way would be taken away from his general creditors and go to the plaintiffs. 
The unsoundness of the argument for the tiffs lay in confounding 
ownership with obligation. The court would be doing great mischief if 
it were to stretch the law in this way, tempting though it was to do so in 
this case. Bown, L.J., conc .—OounssL, Graham Hastings, Q.0., 
Crackanthorpe, Q.0., and Ashton Cross ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.O., and J. @. 
Wood. Sorscrrors, Speechley, Mumford, § Co.; W.§ J. Flower & Nussey. 


Re JODRELL, JODRELL v. SEALE—No. 2, 25th April. 


Wrui—Oonsrrauction—"' TRANSMISSIBLE ’’—‘' RELATIVES HERBINBEFORE 
Namen.” 


In this case there were four appeals from a decision of Stirling, J. (anée, p. 
129). The question was, who were the entitled to testator’s 
yor age | estate. The testator by his 
death of his wife, to set apart the sum of £5,000 and to divide the same 
amongst such one or more of the children of his late cousin, Edward Jod- 
rell (excluding the eldest son, he being otherwise provided for), as should be 
living at his wife’s death, and as should have sttained or should attain the 
age of twenty-one years, and, if more than one, in equal shares. And the tes- 
tator similar trusts in favour of the children of his cousins Henry 
Jodreli, Mary Bishop, and Richard Jennings, And the testator directed 
the sum of £2,000 to be set apart in trust to pay the income to his cousin 
Louisa Buller, and after her death in trust for O.S. Hayne (who was the 
only son of Louisa Buller by a former marriage) if he should survive the 
testator’s wife and Louisa Buller. The will contained provisions in favour 
of the testator’s niece Emily Higgins; of Mary and Blanche Champagné, 
who were described as the testator’s nieces, but who were in fact 
nieces of his wife; and of the children of George King, Georgina 
Forde, and Emily Macdonnell, who were described as cousins of the tes- 
tator, bat who were really not legally related to him by reason of the 
illegitimacy of one of their ancestors. The will contained the following 
residuary bequest :—‘‘ As to all the residue and remainder of my real and 
ope estate not hereby effectually disposed of, I direct the same to 

equally divided amongst such of my relatives hereinbefore named as, by 
virtue of the trusts and provisions hereinbefore contained, shall become 
entitled to a vested transmissible interest in any part of my coe 
The testator made several codicils to his will, by the first of which he 
revoked the yar y in favour of his nieces Mary and Blanche Champagné. 
By the fifth il he revoked the bequest in favour of his niece Emily 
Higgins, and, after referring to the revocation in the first codicil of the 
a in favour cas | and Blanche Cham é, he directed that 
neither of his above- nieces should be enti to cipate in the 
division of his residuary estate as directed by the . In all other 
poy he confirmed his will. The testator died in 1882, and his widow 
in 1888, at which period the estate became divisible. The main ques- 


tions arising upon the construction of the residuary gift were—first, as to 
the meanin the word “relatives” ; and, secondly, as to the meaning 
of the w ‘hereinbefore named.” Stirling, J., held that the words 


a to be construed according to their and accurate meaniog, 

that only legitimate relatious were entitled, and, of those, only such 

as were mentioned in the will by name. O.S. Hayne was the only person 

who fulfilled both those conditions, and aqeeene ly Stirling, J., declared 
te. 

Tuz Oovrr (Lord Hatssury, O., Liypitzy and Bowsn, L JJ.) 
reversed the decision. Lord Hatsnury, U., said that he had to express his 
opinion as to the meaning of the will, and he disclaimed the 
intention of laying down any canons of construction to operate beyond 
that will. He was to look at the will, to examine the language 
used in it, to ider the whole of it, and not a part only, and then to 
ascertain, if possible, through the instrument itself, what was the meaning 
of the testator. These were ples for the construction of 
all instruments, and to that extent t be called canons of construc- 
tion. No doubt there were particular phrases to which the law had 
attached a particular meaning, and, in the absence of any other explana- 
tion, persons using those phrases must be deemed to have used them in the 

attached to them by law, thero being no reason to depart from the 

.. His lordship desired to apply the principles 
Lord Oairns in Hill v. Orook (L. RB. 6 H. L. 
use by a testator of the words “ husband” 
be — who were not lawfully married, he said :— 
that is the mclature used by the testator, taking 
the meaning of the 
law, as I understand the cases, 
" only this—that the 
cumstances with which the testator was 
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before named,”’ his lordship did not see how the will was to be construed if 
the strict construction of those words was to prevail, having regard to the 
fact that the will contemplated a ‘‘ division ’’ of the residue, and that at the 
date of the fifth codicil only one person satisfied the strict meaning of 
those words. The testator must have known the state of his family, and 


terated in the codicil the statement that the estate was to be || 


et he rei 
Tivided. Linpizy and Bowsn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counssn, Romer, Q C., 
Moulton, Q.0., and W. B. Trevelyan ; ee Hawkins and Swinfen Eady ; 
Sir Horace Davey, Q.O., and Rashleigh ; Crackanthorpe, Q O., and Hadley ; 
Rigby, Q.0., and Christopher James; Lyttelton Chubb. Soxrcrrons, Druces 
& Attlee ; Lambert $ Roskell; Lowe $ Co.; Wadeson § Malleson; Hastie § 
Crawford ; Walker & Whitfield ; Satchell § Chapple. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re GEORGE (Deceased); FRANCIS v. BRUCE—Ohitty, J., 2nd May. 


Bmis or Excuancr Act, 1882 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 61), ss. 62, 89—Pno- 
missoRY NorzE—RgNUNCIATION IN WRITING. 


In this case a testator, by his will, made in 1887, after giving the plain- 
tiff, Mrs. Francis, a legacy of £6,000, directed that the oar sho be 
reduced by the amount due at his death on a promissory note, payable on 
demand, which the plaintiff had given him on 1886 in acknowledgment of 
an advance of £2,000. The testator, a few hours before his death, was 
anxious to obtain the note in order to destroy it, saying he wished to for- 
give the £2,000, and the note not being forthcoming the nurse who was 
attending him put in writing at his request a memorandum as follows :— 
‘30th August, 1889.—It is by Mr. George's eo that the cheque 
(sic) for £2,000, money lent to Mrs. Francis, destroyed as soon as 
found.’’ The memorandum was signed by the nurse. The note was 
found by the testator’s executors. The question before the court was 
whether, under or apart from the provisions of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, there had been a renunciation of the promissory note. By the Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 62 (1), it is provided that when the holder of a 
bill at or after its maturity absolutely and unconditionally renounces his 
rights against the acceptor, the bill is but the renunciation 
must be in writing unless the bill is delivered ry the acceptor, and by 
section 89 the provisions of the Act relating to of exchange are made 
applicable, with the necessary modifications, to promissory notes. It 
was submitted by the plaintiff that although it could not be contended 
that there was a good donatio mortis causéd, yet either the note was within 
the exception in section 62 because, being payable on demand, it had not 
matured, or that the memorandum operated as a valid renunciation 
within section 62. If the note was within the ee it was contended 
on i law was that it could be waived by parol (Byles on Bills, 11th ed., 
p. 196). 

Currry, J., said that the note clearly had matured (Norton v. Ellam, 2 
M. & W. 461). Therefore the only question was whether there had been 
a renunciation within section 62. The renunciation required by the act was 
an absolute and unconditional renunciation in writing. A mere written 
direction to destroy was not enough. A from the question of the 
necessity or non-necessity of signature, w he did not intend to decide, 
it was apparent to his mind that the Act required that the document 
should be the record of renunciation, and not evidence of an intention to 
renounce. Another pertinent consideration in the t case was that, 
had the note been found and brought to the testator, it would have still 
been competent for him to change his mind and fo disregard what he had 
dictated to the nurse. The sum due under the note must be deducted 
from the legacy. The costs of all es would come out of the estate.— 
CounsgeL, Romer, Q.0., Upjohn, and J. Rolt; Byrne, Q.C., and Dunning. 
Soxrcrrons, FE K. Francis ; Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray. 


HENDERSON v, THE BANK OF AUSTRALASIA —Chitty, J., let May. 


Company—ExTraorRDINARY GeneRAL Martinc—Noricr —Proceepings at 
Meeting —AMENDMENT—ULTRA Vregs, 


In this case an action was brought by a proprietor of the defendant | 8" 


bank for a declaration that certain resolutions passed at an extraordinary 
general meeting of the proprietors of the bank were wlird vires, and for 
ancillary relief. It appeared that the directors of the bank had issued a 
notice calling the meeting for the purpose of passing resolutions al 
the bank’s deed of settlement in the following partioulars (inter alia): ‘To 
alter the scale of voting by giving to every qualified proprietor one vote for 
every share.”’ The notice was, in accordance with the eed of settlement, 
issued twenty-one days previously to the day of meeting ; but six daye be- 
fore that day the directors issued a circular stating that: the full resolution 
to be proposed would be, that ‘every proprietor shall have one vote for 
every share, provided that ae re should be entitled to vote unless 
registered six months previously in plain 
attended the meeting, stating that he would support the resolution if the 
directors would vary the resolution by aj sendin 

dates for the directorship should have on the register 

months in respect of their qualification shares, or, if that could not be 
done, he objected to the resolution, and some ensued as to 
altering the proviso, Tho chairman stated that the proviso was a : 
tion of the terms of the deed of settlement, and that the plaintiff's 


proposal to alter it could not be put, and hoe also declined to put his 

perpoeel to alter the director's ualifica . The plaintif® then that 
would move the rejection of the resolution. © resolution was put 

and The plaintiff now contended that the 

irregular, and aleo that his amendments ought to have been put. 


resolution was | the 








must bea fair one, and intelligible to the for whom it was intended. 

The court was not to scrutinize such ni to discover 

merely to ask what was the meaning which the notice would 7 oy 
a 


to the minds of the for whom it was intended. That was 


dments, it did not a the laa byt = ph 
amendments, it not appear or anybody 

them into any formal . Ifthe Sad pebelell ca cecaliite 
that the qualification of was to be altered, then the chairman 
could not have put such an amendment to the meeting; if, however, he 
hed merely proposed to omit words, an amendment in that form could 
clearly have — put. The plaintiff, however, moved the rejection of the 
resolution. The course he took was equivalent to waiver. It was not 
necessary in meetings of this kind to adhere to the forms of the House of 
Commons. They were too complex for such a purpose. The plaintiff’s 
action was dismissed with costs.—Oounszt, Romer, Q.0., and J. Henderson ; 
Rigby, Q.C., Maclean, Q.C., and C, @. i 
Farrer § Co. 


THE SCRIPT PHONOGRAPHY (LIM.) ». GREGG—North, J, 23rd April. 
Pracrice—DismissaL or Action ror Want oz Prosscurion—Dzravit 
or Pieapinc— Dare at waich Orpgee Takes Errecr—R. 8. 
KEViE., 2: 
The question in this case was, at what date an order for the dismissal 


of the action for want of prosecution took effect. On the 26th — 
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f 
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claim, At that date the order of the 26th of November had not been 
drawn up. On the 21st of December the plaintiffs delivered a statement 
of claim. The order of the 26th of November, as drawn up by the regis- 
trar, provided that the action should be dismissed unless a 

claim were delivered by the plaintiffs within twenty-one days from the 
stg ll fres me ited tat ogo poe for a 

drawn w 

diemosal of the action if a statement of claim were not delivered within 
twenty-one days from the day on which the may 4 ame sone to 
that the plaintiff's application to extend the time for was made 
too late. 





hligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
GUARDIANS OF MITFORD AND LAUNDITCH UNION v. GUARDIANS OF 
WAYLAND UNION—2nd May. 
Poor Law—Ineemovanttrry—Drarvative Serriement—DavceTsr AGED 
Srxreen Livine wirs Faraar—til & 12 Vier. oc. 111. s 1—39 & 40 Vier. 
ce. 61, s. 35. 


29th of February, 1872. John Neville resided in the of Shipdham, 


in the Mitford and Launditch Union, his ter with him as 
of his family, from July, 1874, to Outober, 188, whtbonte breck and wath 


tering - 
t relief, and there uired a settlement by residence in 
ow ef by acq a wy owartent 


In October, 1887, he removed to the parish of 
Union ; and in August, 1 the daughter, who had then attained the 
age of sixteen years, became to the union. She had always up 
tothe time of becoming resided with her father as part of his 
family. In October, 1 after the father had resided for twelve months 
ta the Wayland Union 00 8 te be Semana, on eter ee wate 
the removal of the daughter to the Mitford and Union. This 
onder was quashed by the quarter stesions, who stated « case for the 
Queen’s Bench Division, who their The Gaardians of 
the Wayland Union ls 
isting no otter sotSiomeah then his ova, enh Child shal mot be rs 
no o' own, 

able unless the father is removable also, must be confined to children 
waden states pete oO sap one Se On 
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was that a child living with its father as part of his family, and having 
no other settlement than that derived from its father, should not te 
was removed. That provision was not touched 
by the Divided Parishes Act, 1876, which abolished derivative settlements 
with two exceptions—viz., the case of a wife deriving a settlement from 
her the case of a child under sixteen deriving a settlement 
The child was to take the settlement of its father till 
ifattained the aged of sixteen, and then it was to retain that settlement 
until it should acquire another. The settlement which the child was to 

t derived from its father. Thus in the present 
case the child’s settlement was one which she had derived from her father. 
Therefore she came within the of 11 & 12 Vict. c, 111, because 
she lived with her father as part of his family and had no other settle- 
ment than one derived from him. The result was that she was irremov- 
able.—Counszr, H. D. Greene, Q.C., and Thorne ; Lumley Smith, Q.C., and 
Poyser. Souictrons, White ¢ Co. ; Harrison § Powell. 
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THE GOVEREI5G BODY OF CHARTERHOUSE SCHOOL v. LAMARQUE—29th 
April. . 


Isuasp Revence—Cuarrernovse Scuoor—Inuasrrep Hovse Dury— 
EXeMption. 


Case stated by Income Tax Commissioners. The governing body of 
the Charterhouse School against assessments made upon them 
im respect of income tax inhabited house duty upon premises used as 
a sanatorium called ‘‘ Uskites,’ and in respect of inhabited house duties 
the schoolhouse and buildings in connection therewith other than 
occupied by the head master and assistant master as resi- 
The foundation of Charterhouse, as ‘‘ Sutton’s Charity,’’ con- 
hospital for the aged and a school, both of which were estab- 
and until recentiy existed, at Charterhouse, London, by virtue of a 
granted by James I. in 1611, for a “‘ hospital, and house, and 
for the abiding. dwelling, sustentation, and relief of such numbers of 
as the said governors of the said hospital 
appoint 


to be lodged, and maintained there.” 

the school was removed to Godalming under an 

hich enacted that the school should have and be 

entitled to the same rights and privileges as it had in London. The 

school the school itself, the masters’ houses, chapel, 

class-rooms, two sanatoriums, and other 

in actual communication with the main 
th: 


SHEET 
Ha 
seit 


that called ‘‘ Uskites.”” The sur- 
—— that the w of these buildings were chargeable 

imhabited house duty under 14 & 15 Vict. c. 36 as an ‘‘ inhabited 
dwelling house with the household and other offices, yards, and gardens 
The governors of the school contended, as is 
ly occupied by sick boys, was 
e commis- 


bited House Duty Act (48 Geo. 
charity, school, or house 
f poor persons.” It was admitted 


that i 

a oe) aa of the school was derived 

from the endowments of the founder,jThomas Sutton. The 
¢ enti premises (except the masters’ 


- ty. 
Taz Cover held (diemicsing the appeal) that the houses in question 
Were mot entified to exemption from inhabited house duty ply m= 
the exemption in 4% Geo. 3, c. 55, sched. B, 

t provided for the reception 

relief of poor —HoeceeeL, Jeune, Q.C., and Coward; Sr E. 
G , and fea ‘Guendinn, H. W. Lee; The Solicitor of Inland 


HOESS +. CATHIZE—Z5th April. 


Userauren Cxrare—Sriur Arrizen et Iereeurmate Hotvex—Riont ov 
pawn, vion Hotoee ro Recover—Sraur Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 
Fi} =. 2%, A, W, 5A 

question as to the right to me on a cheque 

which was vistamp-d it left the drawer’s hands. The dchentant 

& Cheque lor £42 t one Ball in payment for « horse which Ball 

to bien “ warranted sovnd.” It was drawn upon 
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attending the school, but | presen 





exchange for the payment of money on demand may be denoted by 
an adhesive stamp which is to be cancelled by the person by whom the 
bill is signed before he delivers it out of his hands, custody, or power.’’ 
Section 54, sub-section (2), empowers ye as to whom such a bill is 
presented for payment not stam: to ** thereto a proper adhesive 
stamp and cancel the same as if he had been the drawer of the bill,’’ and 
to pay the sum mentioned in such bill, ‘‘ and such bill is, so far as respects 
the duty, to be deemed and valid.”” It was argued on behalf of the 
respondent that any h of the bill might stamp it and cancel the 
stamp, and that, if the bill had a stamp affixed to it and cancelled before 
tment, it was valid and could be sued on. The county court judge 
eld that the cheque was good, on the authority of Gatty v Fry (2 Ex. 
D. 265), and gave judgment for the plaintiff. (See the report of this case 
ante, p 300). The defendant appealed. 


Huppizston, B., said the objection taken on the part of the de- 
fendant to this cheque was that it was not stamped either by the drawer 
or by the bankers to whomit was presented for payment. The objection 
was taker under section 54 of the Stamp Act, 1870. It was clear from 
that section that if this document was not duly stamped the bond fide 
holder could not recover upon it. What was the meaning of ‘‘ duly 
stamped’’? If section 23 stood alone it muet be stamped with an im- 
pressed, not an adhesive stamp. But section 50 allowed the duty of one 
penny on acheque to be denoted by an adhesive stamp. That stamp 
must be cancelled by the person by whom the bill was signed. That was 
clearly not done ia the present case. Oathie neither affixed the stamp 
nor canceljed it. Then, in some cases, another person was permitted to 
affix and cancel the stamp, that was the person to whom 
the bill was presented for payment: section 54, sub-section (2). 
The result was that an adhesive stamp might be used upon 
a cheque, but only on certain conditions—namely, that the stamp 
must be affixed and cancelled by one of two persons—the drawer or his 
bankers. That was not done here, and therefore this document was not 
duly stamped. It followed, according to section 54, sub-section (1), that 
no sum of money could be recovered upon it, and judgment must be for 
the defendant. The case of Gatty v. Fry, on which the county court 
judge had relied,, was a decision that, as the document in that case 
appeared on the face of it to be properly stamped, it was receivable 
in evidence, although post dated to the knowledge of the person 

ing on it. That was not the same case as the present, where 
the document had not been properly stamped. Judgment must be 
entered for the defendant. Granruam, J., in concurring, said that it had 
occurred to him during the argument, and he still thought, that it was 
strange that the Legislature should allow the banker to stamp a cheque 
which was before unstamped and charge the drawer with the penny, and 
that then the cheque, which had been valueless for days, or perhaps 
months, should suddenly become good. The law was so; a cheque un- 
stamped by the drawer, and, therefore, valueless while in circulation, could 
be made good by the banker putting on a stamp and cancelling it. It 
was easy to see why the Legislature had im strict provisions about 
stamping these documents, and o aeae for circulating them without 
being stamped. But it was difficult to comprehend why, after all these 
provisions, the banker shculd be allowed to stamp the document when 
presented. It would seem that if the person to whom the cheque was 
ted could stamp it, anyone into whose hands it came ought to be 
But it was clear from the section dealing with 
the stamping of foreign bills (section 51) that the difference between 
the person to whom bill was presented and the person into whose 
hands it should come was present to the mind of the Legislature. It was 
impossible to interpret section 54, sub-section (2), so as to permit the 

g to be done by anyone into whose hands the bill came. Judgment 
for defendant,—Covunset, Morton Smith ; Kish. Sorsicrrons, B. Kennedy ; 
Alfred Blater. 


allowed to do the same. 


HUBBARD v. GOODLEY—23rd April. 


Paacrica—Country Covets— Apmitrep Ssr-orr—Oounry Oourrs Acr, 
888, 6. 57 


Appeal from Wisbeach County Oourt against a judgment of nonsuit 
in a case called on for trial before the learned judge with a jary. The 
action was brought by the plaiatiff, as landlord, ag the defendant, as 
tenant of a farm, for breaches of covenant by the tenant, and in his par- 
ticulars of demand the plaintiff allowed as a set-off the value of certain 
artificial manures used on the farm —, the last year of the tenancy. 
The plaintiff claimed in the particulars the sum of £56 9s. 11d., and he 
gave the defendant credit for a set-eff of about £12 in respect of the 
artificla) manures, thereby reduciog the claim, as shewn by the perticulars, 
to the sum of £44 4s, 64., & sum within the jarisdiction of the county 
court, This ret-off was not admitted by the defendant before action 
brought or at any time, and as soon as the vave was cglled on the objec- 
tion was taken, on behalf of the defendant, that the county court had no 
jurisdiction to try the cose, as the claim was a claim above £50, and it 
comlé not be reduced so as to bring it within the jurisdiction by a set- 
Mt which was disputed hy the detendant, that such set-off was uot ‘an 
aAmitted st-oft '’ within the meaning of the 57th section of the Oounty 
Courts Act, 1466; for, even if it was admitted by the plaintiff, it was not 
aAmitted by the t, and was, therefore, not an admitted set-off. 
The learned jadge held that this was not an admitted sct-off within the 
meaning of the section, and he nonsuited the plaintiff on the ground 
that the claim was one 6 £0), ond he had no jurisdiction to try the 
case, woh he also relased to hear tendered for the purpose of 

an wAmitted A ae defendant before action. 


tection Wi of the County Courts Act, 1866 pye ‘Where in an 
demand aimed conslete @ helene neh ensenene 
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ands, after an admitted set-off of any debt or demand claimed or paliuary case, the: pen esues would be ordered to the 
ay Pesble by the defendant from the plaintiff, the court shall have | costs. Assuming, Er enamaioy teat the dates oan eas a bind fae one, it 
jurisdiction to try such action.” For the ap it it was contended that | would be hard for the creditors generally to have to what the claimant 
this was an admitted set-off within the meaning of the section, and it was | ought to pay himself. In the present case the best way of dealing with 
sufficient that it was admitted by the plaintiff, as it was not necessary that pola gery esp) p= to make an order allowing the amount 
it should be admitted by the defendant: Percival v. Pedley (35 W. R. 566, unless the receiver, within seven days after service of 
18 Q. B. D. 635), where it was held, on the words of section 7 of the | the order, required the sheriff to take out a summons before the master to 
Gounty Courts Act, 1867, that the set-off may be an admitted set-off, | have the costs of. If such summons were taken out theofficial 
although not admitted by the defendant. For the it was con- | receiver to be at to appear on it, and to contend, if so advised, 
tended that to be an admitted set-off it must be by both that the claimant or the execution creditor ought to pay the possession 
before action: Walesby v. Goulston (14 W. R. 899, L. R. 1 O. P. 567 money in dispute. If the summons went before the master he could, in 
Huppieston, B.—The only question here is whether, when a set-off is | case of , Tefer it to the court for decision.—Counse., Herbert Reed 


admitted by the plaintiff, but not admitted by the defendan 
has a right to ny A there is no jurisdiction to try the case. I 
view of the case is that the defendant had a right to say I will 
this set-off, then the amount will be above £50, and how would be no 
jurisdiction to try the case. Oan a plaintiff give himself credit for a sum 
which will reduce the claim below £50? To answer this we must look 
the section. Now what is the meaning of ‘admitted’ in the section 
Is it “‘ admitted’? by both parties, or by the plaintiff alone? In 
opinion it means admitted by both parties ; the case of W v. 
ston is, in my opinion, conclusive on the t, and from that case and 
other cases there cited I am of opinion that the set-off must be 
by both parties. With regard to the caee of Percival v. Pedley, to which our 
attention has been called, I must say that, not only was the attention of 
the court not called to Walesby v. Goulston, butit may also be said that the 
words of the section on which that case was decided were not the same 
as the present section. So that, with all respect to the court which decided 
that case, I do not think it applies to the present case. The question for 
us is, whether a plaintiff can, by giving credit to the defendant, bring his 
case within the section? I do not think he can, and, under these cir- 
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u 
cumstances, the appeal must be dismissed. Granruam, J., concurred.— 27 


OounsaL, W. J. Brooks; Horace Brown. Soxicrrors, Smiles, Binyon, ¢ 
Ollard ; Oldman § Clabburn. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Br parte THE SHERIFF OF ESSEX, Re LEVY—Q. B. Div, 28th April. 


Bankruptcy—Oosts or Execution—Possesston Monry—Suerirrs Act, 
1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c 55), s. 20—Banxruprcy Act, 1883, s. 46, sus- 
SECTION (1)—Banxnuptcy Ruxss, 1886, xr. 118. 


This was an application by the Sheriff of Essex to review the taxation 
of the master of certain costs of execution. On the 29th of August, 1889. 
a writ of f. fa., at the suit of one Mason, was lodged with the Sheriff of 
Essex against the goods of the bankrupt, and, on the 2nd of September, 
1889, the sheriff seized the bankrupt’s goods. On the 10th of September, 
however, a claim was made to the by a third party, and interpleader 
poentne were directed, in w an order was on the 18th of 

ptember requiring the claimant to bring a certain sum into court within 
a week, and, in default of this, that the sheriff should to sell the 
ae The sheriff was preparing to sell when, on the 30th of September, 

889, notice of a receiving order against the bankrupt was on him, 
and on the 2nd of October the sheriff withdrew from possession as req 
by section 46, sub-section (1), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which provides 
that ‘‘ where the goods of a debtor are taken in exeoution, and before 


eFz 


sale thereof notice is served on the sheriff that a receiving order has been 
made against the debtor, the sheriff shall on request deliver the goods to 
the official receiver or trustee under the order, but the costs of the 
execution shall be a charge on the goods so delivered, and the official 
receiver or trustee may the goods, or an adequate part therof, for the 
of satisfying the charge.” A bill of costs was subsequently 
brought in bg te sheriff against the official receiver under rule 118 of the 
Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, which provides that ‘‘in any case in which, 
poomans to section 46 (1) of the Act, a sheriff is required to deliver goods 
an official receiver or trustse, such sheriff shall, without delay, in 
his bill of costs for taxation, which shall be nage by Se ee eee 
the court having jurisdiction in bankruptoy; and, unless such of costs 
is brought in for taxation within one mon ee ae 


makes such delivery, the official receiver or trustee <4 Somer 


opal | ve bil wo os ayy Py following :=—Ofi og 

lor levy, 8. ; m 0, 8.5 y possession money 

aday, from the and of ptember to the 2nd of October, £7 103,’ From 

this last item of £7 10s. the eum of £5 10s, was taxed off by the master, 

on the ground that the sheriff was not entitled to any possession 
interpleader, 


7 uring the time the sele was delayed by reason of 
and that, in such case, only roasonable expenses for the sale 
could be allowed, and not what might be called extraordinary expenses. 


: 
i 


Tt was admitted that, if a shoriff delayed and in for a 
time than was necessary and and able, he would Boe be entitling 
was oom. 


to ange costs; but it was contended that, where the sheriff 
pelled to stay in, it would be a great injustice if he should not be 
costs if bankruptoy took place before the eale; and the court was 
lay down somo gonoral rule, Neither the official receiver nor the 
to the in or ings ap on the motion. 
Cava, J., said that it was diMoult to lay down any rule in the 
of other who might be affeoted by it, exoapt th 
sheriff who did what had been done as part of his duty and was 


i 


; 
P 


Rething wrong ought to get the costs out of some pereon or other, These 
®ets had beon inourred by the claimant, and the exeoution orediter dix. 
Dating as to who was entitled to the proceeds of the goods, and, in an 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
REG. v. THE JUDGE OF THE MARYLEBONE COUNTY COURT— 
Q.B.Div., 6th May. 

Practice — Country Court — Dzerautr Summons — “‘ Prerarisc FoR AND 
ATTENDING Ta1at’’—Soxicrron’s Cosrs—Counry Covars Acr, 1888, ss. 
113, 131—Counry Cover Ruxss, 1888, orp. 51, x. 27, Arpzxprx Costs, 
Lowszr Scars 3. 


This case raised a question of county court practice of some importance, 


the issue being whether it is competent for the j 
establish a rule as to or refusing costs in certain cases, and to act 
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Bull, Theodore Oharles Joseph Lloyd, David Francis Jobn French Edward Henry Thomas 
Burton, Wilfrid J a nam ure, Frederick Oavendish, B.A Fewson, B.A. 

Cannon, Handel Walter Lush, William Gerald Cook Smith, Albert Edwin 
Ernest James, B.A eng he ay Duncan Martin, William Pinkstone Smith, George 
Carter, Martin, , B.A. Maugham, Henry Neville Smith, Robert Summers, B.A. 
Clarkson, Herbert Green Martin, William Edward Massie Ed Smith, Sidney Buchanan 
Clutterbuck, Henry rg he Robert Mitchell, Thomas William , William Knight 
Cooper, Sidney Pryor Moore, ur Collin, B.A Moore, Harwood Clapham Snow, Norman Edward 
Crompton, — Mosley, Godfre jes Henry Robert, B.A., LL.M. Spyer, Edmund Salomon 
Cure, Charles Laurence Capel Mott, Robert Henry Lightfoot M d, Francis John Stainton, Alfred Palmer 
William Henry Naish, William Murphy, Herbert, B.A. Stephens, James 
Hugh Neate, Rayner Maurice, B.A. Nanson, Ernest Lonsdale Terry, Percival, M.A. 
Davies-Colley, Thomas Henry, B.A. Nesbitt, Robert Chancellor Peck, Kenrick Eyton Trenfield, John William 
de Bartolomé, Vincent Pears, Henry Edward Swaine Pemberton, Bertram Oliver 7 Percy Phillips 
Richard Hugo Peet, Thomas Ernest, LL.B. Penny, Herbert William, B.A. oss, Robert 
Eidiiee Arthur George Pollard, William Ernest Pettitt, Oharles Henry ann wer Henry 
Elliott, Leslie Powell, George Gordon, B.A, Pope, Ratcliffe Wallis, Eustace Frederic 
Evans, John William Powell, William Pyke, Arthur Ward, Alfred Ernest 
Forshaw, Pullon, Charles Edward Rowlands, Rolla Warhurst, Thomas ing 
Garner, Rees, Daniel Esmonde Rymer, Matthew Watkinson, Francis Oliffe 
Gill, Charles Thomas Robbins, Charles Samuel Salter, Henry Stuart, M.A. Weare, Frank 
Glasgow, William Robertson, Samuel, John Wilford, John Charles 
Godwin, Alfred Dudley King Robinson, Colin Sawers, Robert James Williams, David Rhys 
Greenway. 1 Roper, Percy James 
Gaford,ieginela Herbert Scott, Henry Dixon 
Halliwell, Robert Sm Simpson, Francis Wal 
Robert Smalle pson, iter 
Hammond, Robert A Sinden, Arthur Frederick UNQUALIFIED PRACTITIONERS IN THE MAYOR’S 
Handcock, Henry Skeels, Edward Ralph Serocold COURT. 
Hannay, Frederick Ernest Skelton, Peter John 
Harding, Tuffley Smith, William Hubert, B.A Ar the Bow-street Police-court on the Ist inst. Mr. F. K Munton made 
Harratt, Frederick, B.A Valen George an application on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society for a summons 
Haslewood. Dering Stickland, Henry William under the 12th eection of the Solicitors Act, 1874, which provided (inter 
Hawkins, Stone, Edward Arthur. B A alia) ‘‘that any person who wilfully and falsely > to be duly 
Herbert, Phili ®. Charles Y ae to act as a solicitor, or that he is recognized by law as so quali- 
Wathaniel Arthur lor’ Herbert Edward ed, shall be liable to a penalty not £10.” Mr. Munton explained that 
Hamilton Theodore sy See we = by the D cen a gue arose out of an action 
Hill Egan Troug . the or’s ageinst certain defendants at the suit of a 
SS, ise. _—: as an accountant, but who carried on business as a 


> Mount, B.A. 
Holmes, Herbert Stanley 
Hopper, Arthur Johneon 
How, John Gibbon 
Hutchinson, James Gwynne, B.A., 
Ibberson, Henry 
Jones, William Percival, B.A., LL.B. 
Lake, Lionel Charles 
Lawson, Francis 

Lee, B.A. 


Lewis, Jobn 
Walter Stanley 
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Fiat EXAmMixarion. 
following candidates (whose names are 
Examination 





) w 


in alphabetical order) were 
held on the 15th and 16th of April, 


money-lender. The originating process of the court mentioned, in 
common with the High Oourt, was in the form of a writ containing the 
names of the in one portion and the amount of the claim in 
another, followed by the words “‘and £— for costs,”’ if paid by a particu- 
lar day, after which judgment might be signed with certain other 
increased costs. The only distinction between the High Court and the 
Mayor's Court lay in the fact that the solicitor’s costs in the former were 
not ad valorem (debts less than £20 not being recognized there), while in 
the latter court plaints over and under that sum were allowed, carrying 
ad valorem fees. In practice the oe inserted the figures in 
the High Court writ himself, whereas the writ clerk in the Mayor's 
Court formally filled in the blank. In either court a plaintiff in person 
familiar with the very minute technicalities could issue his writ without 
the intervention of a solicitor, and unless the person tendering the docu- 
ment for seal specifically stated himeelf to be a layman the officials’ 
attention would not be attracted, looking to the fact that ninety-nine out 
of every hundred writs issued daily were Fagen by solicitors. In the 
particular case formiug the subject of appl the person was 
formerly a solicitor’s c!erk, evidently well acquainted with all the details 
in issuing writs, and was alleged to have claimed the usual professional 
costs plus the court stamp fee, to which latter alone he was strictly en- 
titled. He served the writ, and when the debtor called to pay 
Scdgunast; hits ho woeer Ggsek: Sine tubies then epyetita (0 tan fe- 
t, w never r then a to the In- 

; Law who informed him that if the facts could be 
demonstrated by an order of the court the matter a —— 
Thereu debtor, through an independent solicitor, 
tiff before the taxing officer of the Mayor’s Court, 
and, the circumstances not being denied, an order was at once made that 
the professional fees should be returned, and such order (which was 
the was concerned) was handed to the Incor- 





tained he submitted that the wally “ 
and be vaid 2 y 


the case was peculiar and 
to read between the lines 

and intent, but he was instructed 
aides pore Pe it We be . 

, and, apart from 

ask the authorities of 
Court to frame some rule of practice 
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as duly qualified to act ’’ a6 & Mr. Brid that 
undoubtedly if coste had been to the manner dcccsibed th would 
He would grant a summons if the Law Society wished it. 


to the society the magistrate’s decision, 
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LEGAL NEWS. Seems Tnquin, Munivabibies’. lo ate aie nee tera 


OBITUARY. 

Mr. Barwsttn Ewrms Bennert, solicitor, of Marston Trussell Hall, 
Market Harboro’, died on March 21, at at the age of eighty-six, from an 
acute attack of bronchitis. Mr. Bennett was educated at the Guilsboroug! 
Grammar School, Northamptonshire. He served his articles to the 
Mr. John Lovell, of Towcester. At the time of his death he was one of 
the oldest solicitors on the rolls, having been admitted in 1825. He was 
formerly the confidential legal adviser of the late Mr. Francis Paul 
Stratford (a master in chancery), and was manager of the estates of the 
late Earl of Oardigan, the late.Hon. R. F. Villiers, and the Hon. Oharles 

. Mr. Bennett was the squire of Marston Trussell and lord of the 
manor, and a well-known seuaber of the Pytchley Hunt, with which pack 
he was associated for sixty years. He was deeply beloved by his tenants, 
and by all who knew him, Pry av Bae tec company attended his funeral, 
comprising many well-known and so . He had been 
married three times, and leaves a widow, two sons, and a daughter. 

Sir Evan Morais, solicitor and notary, of Wrexham and Ruabon, died 
on the 18th ult. at Eastbourne, where he had gone for the benefit of his 
health. Sir E. Morris was the son of Mr. Joseph Morris, of Wrexham. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1872, and he had since conducted an 
extensive practice at Wrexham and Ruabon, in partnership with 
Mr. Llewellyn Hugh Jones. He was a notary public, a perpetual com- 
missioner for Denbighshire, and clerk to the lieutenancy for the hundred 
of Mador. He was elected mayor of Wrexham in 1888, and in the follow- 
ing summer he received the honour of knighthood, on the soouaions of the 
Queen’s visit to the town. Sir E. Morris was a the borough 
of Wrexham and a member of the Denb Iehire Osanty Council. He was 
married in 1872 to the daughter of Mr. Thomas Rowland, of Wrexham. 


Mr. Autsert Ostirr Rurson, barrister, died at Fox Holm, Oobham, 
Surrey, on the 21st ult. Mr. Rutson was the third son of Mr. William 
Rutson, of Newby Wiske, Yorkshire. He was formerly a scholar of 
University College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in Classics in 
1859, and he was afterwards elected a fellow of Magdalen College. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter 1864, and he 
formerly practised in the Court of Ohancery. He was private secretary 
to the + A er Lord Aberdare when at the Home Office, and he unsuccess- 
fully contested Northallerton in the Liberal interest in 1858 and in 1880, 
and the Northern Division of Leeds in 1886. Mr. Rutson was a intrate 
and deputy- lieutenant for the North Riding of Yorkshire, and at 
of his death he was a member of the School Board for London a a 

eee of the City Division. He was also a member of the Metro- 
pe. Asylums Board, and an alderman of the North Riding County 
Log He was married in 1887 to a daughter of the late Mr. Charles 

m 

Mr. Cxar.es Suxpson, solicitor, of Lichfield, died on the 22nd ult., at 
the age of 90. Mr. Simpson was admitted a solicitor in 1823, ha ike Keon 
articled to his father, Mr. Stephen Simpson, on whose death, two years 
afterwards, he was elected town clerk of Lichfield, and clerk to the city 
magistrates. In 1844 he was removed from his office © bowtie vote 
of the town council, but he obtained an order from the for the 

rant of a pension. In 1849 he was re-appointed town clerk, he also 

e clerk of the peace and coroner of the ci Mr. Simpson was a 

tual omnes % for Staffordshire. In 874 he unsuccessfully 

contested Lichfield in the Liberal interest. Mr. edi was a widower, 
and he leaves four daughters 

Mr. Tuomas Harprno, solicitor (of the firm of Harding & Oartwright), 
of Newcastle-under- -Lyme, died on the 22nd ult., in his 85th year. Mr. 
Harding was admitted a solicitor in 1828, and he had had a a large practice 
at Newcastle-under-Lyme. He was elected town clerk of Newcastle in 


1851, and he held that office till his death, ee he wot. le Sas also clerk of the 
peose for the borough. Mr. Harding was a commissioner for 
taffordshire, solicitor to the Newcastle Bobet Bal Bu Society, and 
clerk to Orme'’s Charities, and to the pres oF a 


Endowed Schools. He had been for several years associated in partner 
ship with Mr. William Edward Oartwright. 

Mr, 'Cuomas Minsuatn, solicitor (of the firm of Minshalls & Parry 
Jones), of Oswestry and Llangollen, died at Oswestry on the 17th ult., 
in i, _cighty- hth year. r. Minshall was the eldest eon of Mr. 
Nathanie inshall, solicitor, of Oswestry. He served his articles with 
his father, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1831. He was in Lege 
ship with his father, afterwards with his brothers, Messrs. Nathaniel and 
John Minshall, both of whom are dead, and more recently h he 
both at Onwestey and at Llangollen in hy any with his 
Philip Henry Minshall, and erith Mr. omaph Parry, J Jones, w 
town olerk of Oswestry. Mr. Minsheil "ene perintendent- 
jo for a Deable tag and a al ¢ commoner va ngg 
shire an n ’ © was for many years 
Wrexbam, Mold, and Oonnah’s Quay Railway He was firet 
a member of the Oswestry Town Council in 1844. He 
alderman since 1854, and he was elected es =* 1851 and 1 
was for many years a member of the Oswestry Sch 
Board, a governor of the grammar school, and a Shreater 
Gas Oo. and the Oswestry Public Hall Oo, He was 
Walos Congregational van Mr. Minshall was 
mien’ Thomas, of Oswestry, and he leaves two 


Mr. Josaru Hicorws Waariay, solicitor (of the 
& Macleod), of Groat Malvern, died on the 20th 
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Mr. Wui14m Herpeet Greaves, Q.C. Solicitor-General of Barbadoes, 
has been ted a Member of the Hxecative Council of that island. 
Mr. Greaves is the son of Mr. Michael He was educated at 

St. Edmund's Hall, Oxford, and he was called fo the tar tthe Madde 
pic iy ppemertange phon Lael Barbadoes. 


Mr. Joszrx G Newcastle-under- mniettems, bee 
elected Town Cenk of tnt barong fp ay Themes 
a solicitor in 1875. sabes 5 a 


trate for Noweastlo-ander-Uyme, and ho. wa il recently ene o 


Hl 


borough al 
Mr. ae a solicitor, of 22, W: ee ee. 
eS ee s Court. Mr. Harrison 
was admitted a solicitor in 1 

Mr. Wri114m Ruston, solicitor (of the firm of Ruston, € Rested, 
of 29, Essex- Se ee cas nanettiea by Ge Hee? 

ham, and Ealing, ng Marry to be Under the High Sherif of idler 
(Mr. Chakion Senne Saw, be 

ensuing year. Mr. 

segistaes sf the Eeentiooh County Const, ead check to the malite aed 
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Clerk to the County at that place. Mr. Churton is to 
the Wirrall way Board, and -coroner for the Southern Division 
of . He was admitted a in 1861. 

Mr. Ona solicitor (of the firm of Gunner & 


4 nurs RicHarps 
Renny), of Portsmouth and an dele og 
Hampshire : Carpenter Garnier to nder- 

Mr. Gunner is 


High of 

ne Diuhops Waltham ear Ooms Sak to the county anna. 
e anny | 

He wen almltted o celbeier ‘1877. 

Mr. | ag te py omar A solicitor, Fd Re. Holborn, and of 


Herne Bay, has 5 
the ensuing year. Ms. Jonce wen admitted a salicites in 1881. He is 


clerk to the St. Giles’s District Board of Works. 
Mr. Samvat Gansev Hitt, solicitor, of Norwich, has been appointed a 
OCommiesioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PAI PARTNERSHIP, 
Drasonrrrons. 

Samven Laaroyp and Tomas Sraraanson Sncrson, solicitors (Learapd 
& Simpson), Huddersfield. April 30. (Gavotte, May 2. 
Rrowanp Greaxnway and Hanxar Brruwar, solicitors (Greenaway & 
erie aaa April 90, ‘The business will 


style of 


At the meeting of the Common Qouncil of the City of London on the 
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ot) rahe oma seems Kes sorefimeer= ane age. er seagt 
the 's Court in the room of Mr. Jackson, promoted. The fell 
(SL a 
augh. 


| 


On the 2nd inst. a deputation from the Association of Trade Protection 
of upon the President of the Board 

ments in the Bankruptcy Bill now before 
Parliament. M. Hicks-Beach was accompanied by Mr. H. G. Oal- 
craft, C.B., Mr. J. Smith, a General in Bankruptcy; Sir 
Albert Rollit, the member in charge of the Bill, was also present at the 
the deputation were (1) the 


maintenance of the £50 qualification for a petitioning creditor in 

lien of the £20 qualifcation proposed in the Bill; (2) the reten- 

tion of three months instead the pro six months with- 

in which the act of bankruptcy must have been committed 

oe Se to resort to deeds of arrangement in cases 
no question of public morality concerned should be 


5 (4) th ved should not be disqualified, in 
the future unless their removal was on account of misconduct or ne lect ; 
(ge age endl ace ead Mo ery cde dl cer ste. ape be 
- Bay every bankrupt should be 

peop gr It was also sub- 
ed as to allow the prose- 
cases where instructions in 

as to the disposal of such money had 2 not been given. Sir M. 
ider the amendments which had 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA1'URE, 
Rora cP REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

APPEAL COURT 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Mr No Mr.Bas Godfrey 
12 x a Mr. 
Beal ah Godfrey 
Bat Rott Godfrey 
Pugh Farmer Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
N STIRLING. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. C. Mr. Ward 
a .. = 
Jackson Carrington Ward 
Clowes Lavie Pemberton 
Clowes Ward 
Jackson Lavie Pemberton 








homed before Stitiiog. r on nap we Oatn re ted, April 2 pavement, solor fp 


‘Aged 17, appointed Proderick Gorge Clark, One Soe oF ee aie, tenet 


dated 16, appointed Wie en pan, Mert J, hes, bres tote 


Champness, 14, Moorgate st Maxwell, 
Hatt a ai ee i are soqnt 
tp John Whicchon, ty fs green, the particu’ of hte debts 
Be rma 
gecremes, aot f hg Fg 
Sort calaliaiedicg anon 7. June 13, at 17, is ap- 
oor Paton oF LaxGusees. 


Im OMANCERY. 
Limrren—Petn tor winding up May 1, 
pebrepcorrese. gee G, at 8 Gesnge’s tal, Ugverpook, of 


FRIENDLY SOCEDTING f DISSOLVED. 


a a 


Tas el adnnee at the we Toaziced, om of before June 14, 
to names and }, ee their debts Actes, 
Ser eaer % 














9 THE VILLAGE FRIENDLY Socrery, Plough Inn, Sandiacre, Derby 


London Gasette.—_TUESDAY, May 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 





ABBEY MILIs DisTILLERY, LITE — Coste mes son Mar tp mente om mdi 
to send their names and addresses, and Sosy. 
to John Ball 1, Gresham Tucoday, June 17, at 11, is yong 
pearing end adj upon the deb’ claims 

BRISTOL JOINT STOCK Luwrep— aera tees ee dated 

il 26, it was ordered that the bank be wound up Maskrell & Oo, solors for 
Ty IMPROVED BREAD Co, LimiTED—Chitty J, hee on Thursday, May 15, at 
iat his chambers, for the peopointines® uidator 
rumeet Co. Liarren —Peta for winding up. p May 8, directed to 
ore Kay, Fam itep at Hores & debe ae oe 
sor peuner 8DS GREEN PoTTERY, LimiTsp—Kay, J, has, ela an order Goted April 
25. a ted Sidney Cronk, 43, Lombard st, to be offi ye 
Meld Tiled tant ar oniaet ts Se adel yoann 23 
com! woun 
Bompas & & Co, Gt W: st, for std ned 
dated Apel Bi appotteed Hr Semce koma 2, BY Sica’ ues 60 be 
: in ames 5 s 
official Hquidator. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or OCLarm. 
London Gazette.—TUEsDAY, April 22, 
Anat, Ler Gus GASKELL, Tongham, Surrey. May 2i. Leman & Co, Lin- 
’s 
ATEINSON, JOSEPH, Allahabad, India, Brass Finisher, May 28. Forrest, Durham 
Bannek, THOMAS, Birkdale, Lancs, Gent. June 9. Oleaver & Oo, Liverpool 
Broap, James, Congleton, Chester, retired Butcher. May 10. Sheldon, 
ng 
Bubp, EDWARD, Lingfield. Surrey, Esq. May 31. Anderson & Sons, Iron- 
r lane, Cheapside 
+ a rd, Stoke Newington, Gent. June 3. Barrett, 


Johan st, Bedford ro 
Davies, HENRY, Cheltenham, Publisher. June 24. Drew, Cheltenham 


ELLis, MARGARET, Menai Bridge, Anglesey. May 31. Paine & Oo, St Helen’s pl 


wuewm, Lies, ba Kent cottages, Lewisham. May 23. Mear & Fo vler, Old 
eant’s 
FOGGLE, th Tenterden, Kent, Baker. May 15. Mace & Sons, Tenterden 


Gann, THomas, sen, Seasalter, Whitstable, Kent, Gent. May 24. Furley, 

Greson, Nancy, Camphill, Birmingham. May5. Shakespeare, Birmingham 

Gru, Nanoy, Blackpool. May 3. Fietcher, Blackpool 

GRIERSON, JANET, Skipton, Yorks, Tea Dealer. May 10. Oragg, Skipton 

GULLIVER, ELLEN, Totton,Southampton. June1. Barlow & James, Lime st 

Hatnes, WiItLIAM iam. & Norwood, South Australia, Gent. May 21. McLeod, 
Dean’s court, Doctor’s commons 

Hampson, Danret Hamer, Breightmet, Lancs, Gent. Junei7. Farrar & Hall, 

Henty, CHARLES, Arundel, Sussex, Ooal Merchant. May 31. Holmes & Oo, 

Hux, James, Doncaster, Tillage Merchant. June 2%. Parkin & Qo, Don- 


Hewrrt, Evizaseru, Lytham, Lancs. May3i. Fullagar & Hulton, Bolton 
Hurst, Manta, Child’s Hill 1d, Oricklewood. June 2. Theobald, Furnival’s 
eae Ropget Wri114M, Packwood, Warwick, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 
Mitchell & ‘Willmot, Birmin; gham 
° T, Roane COOPER, Bournemouth, M.D. May 31. Preston & Francis, 


Laxz, Hewey, Exeter, Gent. June #. Friend & Beal, Exeter 
LAneaay, Joux Newton, West Bromwich, Doctor of Laws. May 31. Fowler 


Lavig, Major i , Olaines, Worcs. May 19. Parker, Worcester 

Lock, Gzoraiana Many Ann, Huddlestone rd, Tufnell Park. “us 22. Goddard, 

Lu Sicaien Lace, Oration deateen, brs, Regent st. J u4.353,T.&G. ¥ 
8 une . Be 

““‘varshall, Theobald’s rd, Gray's inn 
M ee. Saeee, Sande ye ten apa are te cme E. B. & H. 
Gt James st, Bedford r 
Moris, a on Carmarthen, reared Grocer. May 31. Barker & Co, 


Movrs, Hzspent, Liverpool, Master Mariner. May 31. Shatwell, Liverpool 
Murray, Henry, Faileworth, nr Manchester, Gent. June 17. Farrar & Hall, 


Muscuamp, WiL1tAM, Gateshead, Paper Manufacturer. May 27. Stanton & 
most Jos Hart Fowcastie on He on Tyne 
Pimlico, May1i9. Yielding & Co, Vincent 


own iasen, en Anglesey. May 26. Glynne & Uo, Bangor 
Prarrs, Joszru, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. May 2%. Emsiey & Oo, Leeds 
Banorr, Avoveta Annu, Folkestone. July 17. Wightwick & Gardner, Folke- 


Ricnanpson, Joun, Kast Barkwith, Lincs, Farmer, May 9%. Page & Padley, 


Suurnzny, THomss, Gateshead, lonkeeper. Junei. Dixon, Gateshead 
Soursr, Guonan Witt1sm Epmunp, Chichester, Farmer, May 18. Staffurth, 


ar AUBSE, ANETS ADELAIDE, Gorleston, Suffolk. June 3, Ferrier, Great Yar- 
Faavans, ARCHIBALD, Addison rd, Kensington, Esq. June 1, Travers & Oo, 
Walk , Doncaster, Gent, June 2%. Parkin & Oo, Don- 
Wanenam, Hannan, Congleton, Chester, ig he Sheldon, Congleton 


wap fe tte ad Nos & Ee aw Coa, Jume 18 


Meg 10. Tempany & 
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WINDER, Rrcwaep, Rolvenden, Kent, Stationer. May 15. Mace & Sons, 
Tenterden 


London Gazette.—F erway, April 25. 
AinswoRTH, RaLrx Fawsertr, Broughton, Salford, M.D. June 6. Hinde & Oo, 
ASHTON, a, Hollinwood, Lancs. May 22. Thomas Hague, Oollier hill, 
Bow, EMMA E1izaBETH, Finchley road, South Hampstead. May 31. Ander- 
son & Sons, lronmonger lane, Chespside 
Carens, Rt Hon ARTHUR WILLIAM, Earl, Queen st, Mayfair. June is. Lumley 
& Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 
Cotzy, RicHaRD. July 1. ‘Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 
CoorER, JAMES GOULD, Dunham Massey, Chester, Merchant. May 31. Cooper, 
King st, Manchester 
ayer Clapham, Eeq. July 1. Houghton & Son, New Broad st 
on Rospert, Baron Napier of Magdala, Eaton eq. May 24. 


RNELIS, 
o Brutrt a : rent Gray’s ina sq 
Curry, ALFRED, Westminster Bridge rd, Gent. May 31. Arnold & Co, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s tom fields 
CHRISTOPHER, Small Heath, Warwick, Gent. May 28. Wright 
& Birmingham 


Dyson, DANIEL, beets yd gn Trent, Licensed Victualler. July1. Pratt & Hodg- 
kinsons. N. Newar 
ECEBLALEY, CaTHARINE, Southport. May 28. Clayton & Horsfield, Radcliffe, nr 


BVADS, Sorma CorpEtia Louisa, Stourbridge, Wores. May 31. Howards & Co, 
uy" 
ForBES, JANE, Catonen sq, Chelsea June6. Hinde & Co, Manchester 


nam, comm GrzGgory, Bromley, Kent, Eeq. June 4. Hanbury & Co, New 
Puy, Mary, Rumworth, nr Bolton. May 28 Olayton & Horsfield, Radcliffe, nr 


r 
Gover, a ia Fostzr, Wolverhampton. May 24, Colebourn & Co, 
verham 
om, 2.5 = RLLE Led Twyning, nr Tewkesbury. June 24. Langley- 
ouces' 
, Totton,Southampton. June1. Barlow & James, Lime st 


Harvey, JOHN Space JULIvs, Taplow, Lieutenant Colonel. June 7, 
Williams & J: ames, Norfolk H: Wonen ’ ‘tames abankment 
, HENRY, Crewe, Grocer. June19. Hill, Crewe 


Honcuin, RicHarp, Hertford rd, Kingsland, Engineer. June 20. Lumley & 
Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs ”* : 
Hoop, HELEN, Crawley, Sussex. June 24, Smith, Nicholas lane 


Hutton, RoBeRT, Middlesborough, Builder. May 3i. Archer, Stockton on 
7, EpiTtH# 5 CEROUEM, Selborne st, Liverpool. May 19. Terrell & Co, 
JO: JOHN, Bone ecrott, nr Liverpool, Gent. May 26. Payne & Frodsham, 


LaMPITT, JOHN, Banbury, Oxon, Engineer. May 81. Stockton & Son, Banbury 
L&FR0Y, ELIZABETH, Brighton. June9. Wake & Sons, Sheffield 
Longs, THomas, Whitton Park, Durham, Butcher. May 23. Emerson, West 


lepoo! 

LoMATH, ASEELIA Any, Gt Horwood, Winslow, Bucks. June 2. Layton & Co, 
Budge ro 

Loxawourm Rev Fuemas James, Bromfield Vicarage, Salop. May 12. Bubb & 

Matruus, SopHia, Bhere, ©, Surrey. June?. Williams & James, Norfolk House, 


Thames Embank: 
Masoy, WILLIAM alll Ipswich. May 31. Wood, Ipswich 
May 22. Wills & Oo, 


McDovattL, Aneanw JamEs, George st, Marylebone. 


rter lane 
Mit1s, JANE, Neithrop, Banbury, May 20. Bliss, Banbury 
—_-\ THomas, Kingston upon Hull, Sailmaker. May 31. Iveson & West, 
MurRBaYy, HENRY, mieMesberongh, retired Beerhouse Keeper. May 31. Sill, 
ies 


Middlesboro 
OrTLEY, HARRIET, Bath. May 24. Collins & Son, Bath 


PicKLESs, Lewis, Halifax, Lime Merchant. May 31. Boocock, Halifax 
Pop1o, ELizA, Queen’s rd, Chelsea. May 24. Collins, Furpival’s inn 
Porter, THOMAS, Thorverton, Devon, Yeoman. May 27. Prickman & Risdon, 


Exeter 
REDsHAW, HANNAH, Margate, Lodging house Keeper. June?. Boys, Margate 
Reneeme, : Edgbaston, Warwick, Theatre Proprietor. May 20. Millward 


Oo, Birm 
Row, RICHARD, High st, Harrow, Baddler, Junei. Cooper & Bake, Portman 
Portman s 


SEYMO' GERTRUDE JANE, Park pl, or Be “ry green. Seem and Old 
Windsor. May 31. Ravonscrete & Oo t Bedford ro 
SmurTH, IsanEetia, Highbury New pk. pt Ridsdale & Son, Gray’s inn sq 


STEPHENSON, Henry, Leeds, Beer Retailer. May 3i. Hopps & Co, Leeds 
Swan, Henny, Worcester, Shoemaker. May 9. T, & T. Roberts, Worcester 


Tuoatas, Geasseres, Newton Abbot, Devon. June7. Tozer & Oo, Teignmouth 

TriaG, JouN Fretper, Craven rd, Paddington, Corn Dealer. June 3, Mox, 8t 
M “a sq, Paddington 

TurTON, ANNA MARGAMSTTA, Shipley, Yorks, June1. Moxon, Pontefract 


Vuray, Marta Louisa, Volchester. June? Goody & Son, Colchester 
WALROND, EtjzaneTH ANN, Parkstone, nr Poole, May 31, Street & Poynder, 
Lincoln 6 lon field ‘ _ 7 - gence 
Waits, A wae PRISCILLA, Richmond, Surrey, June. Slark & Metcalfe, Serle 
at, Lincoln's 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, April 29, 
AnyeTRnonG, Huwry, Manchester, Dairyman. June 30. Gardner & Son, Man- 


chester 
BaRHAM, ¥, Hastings, Gent. June 80. Meadows & Oo, Hastings 
BARTER, Huwsy, Botolph lane, Fruit Merchant, June 1. Ingle & Oo, Thread- 
BUEwEON, J HN, ——y Licensed Victualler. May 81. Joseph Taylor, 
Boorn, Omanius, Kelsall, Chester, Farmer, June 80, Lee, Liverpool 
BRIERKEY, WILLIAM, Rochdale, Gent. July 1. Stott & Oo, Rochdale 
Baoogms, Louisa Burwaestn, Lunham ™, Upper Norwood. May 8. Nye, 





CHESSHYRE, CHARLES JOHN, Oheltenham, Gent. June 24. yuuinpemens & 
Oooran, Osiztorrs, Springfield, nr Holywell, Flint. June 31, Powell& Goodale, 
Dansiz, SmMox Cosel, Hane, Licensed Victualler. June 2. Hunt & Co, St 
DENNY. tuner, Thargerton, Verte, Anetionere. May 10, Walls & Co, Queen 


Denton, CHARLES, Halifax, Inukeeper. Junej*. Walker, Halifax 
DuckworTH, JamMEs, Padiham, Lancs, Grocer. June2. Waddington, Burnley 
macy, Wes cae, ee See ee May 24. Belfrage & Oo, 


Bedford row 
Bram, Pome. Pontypool, Mon, Watchmaker. June 24. Greenway & Bythway, 


' Charleville est Gytenben, J 1. 
es ores & Pattisson, Elgoatg's tom Heldg eas a > 
Currey & meee OK Westminster 
zon, DoROTirt ROTHY, ‘Amublocide, Wonmled. Sons 9. Dowson & Oo, Bedford 
sani cree Bowen Sesteanien ee etna. Taylor & Co, Man- 
een, Oljpeme, Loins gardens. Hyde Park, formerly Iron Merchant. May 
31. 
Hoorn, Winuiax ate warmnenpci iting or Winterbothams 
JouNson, Lieut. W: Cuantes Bourox, H.MS, Pheasant and H.MLS. 


ILLIAM 

July 31. W, 0, Hallet 7 St Martin's DL Trafalgar 
Dueaiey, eetees ee ee addington, Burnley 
, Carlton Colvile, Suffolk, Farme t. May 8. Reeve & Mayhew, 


Lardu, Guonda, Firgrove, ur Rochdale, Gent. June's Hartiey & Oo, Rochdale 


Lewis, Rosert, Saundersfoot, Pembs, Mariner. June 1%. Lascelles, Narberth 
Lo Tuomas, Timperley, Chester, Corndealer. June %. Farrar & Hall, 


chester 
MALLINSON, James, Leeds, Yeoman. June’. Harland & Ingham, Leeds 
Nappsr, Jacos, St James’s market, Jermyn st, Fruiterers. June 3. Price’ 


Carre, Serena, Consabury move, Oaaaiany- May 2%. Hack & Morris, 
Puitirri, FREDERICK THEODORE, Rochdale. May 2% Slater & Co, Man- 


Proctor, Etmza Ann, Petherton rd, Canonbury. June 24. Boulton & Co, 


Northam: square 
ROBERTS, Faskce Hostel; or Steen. May 19. Bhippey & Jordaz, 


KwaPé, JOHN, 
Lay, 


Manchester 
RopeRts, GEORGE James, Roath, Cardiff, Picture Dealer. June 2. Jones, 


Ross, Sait. Pardest, Besex. June 2. Hunt & Co,St. Swithin's lane,and Rom- 
Surrz, W Dunlace Lo Gent. June 12. Martin & 
TLLIAM, - wer Clapton, 


& 
Wess, WILLIAM James, Alrewas, Staffs,Clerk. May 3i. Hill, Crewe 
WurrzsreaD, THomas Wri11aM, Higham, Kent, Farmer. Jan: 9. Smyth, 
WILt1AMs, Ta0M48 Epwakpb, Stoke Damerel, Devonport, Gent. Jane 3. Gari 


rt 
Winpows, Joy, 5 — Gent. May 3i. John Windows, No 87, Darlington 


st, Wol 
London Gasetie.—FripaY, May 2. 

Cyypaee Martitpa, New Ferry, ur Birkenhead. June 3). Morecr ft & 
ATWSLL, Gusnen, Detect pk rd, Holloway, Builder. May 81. Byulton & Oo, 
BakTon, » Lowestoft, Clerk in Holy Orders, Juneit. Hazard & Pratt, 
Batt, RicHARD FELL, Ambleside, Ironmonger. May 23. Heelis & Son, Hawks- 

head and Am 
Buwwent, Sea Chand on to Feith, Deshy, Gand. June i. Davy, Manchester 
Bove, Bepake Gites, Teas, Tp June 12. Busk & Oo, Lincoln's 
Boun, Agee Saez Baanans, Belyente, atin. June. Fiadgates, Oraig’s 
Burukt, RICHARD, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer. May 2. Geo. Horn, Sutton St 
BUTTERICK, vi ILLIAM, Chichester rd, Kilburn, Gent. May 28. Davie, New inn, 
Caseress, Love Basmnaun, Seeman, Com Merchant. June 10. Banks & 00, 
Cones, James Watrsr, Liverpool, Physician. June 18 Madden & Oo, 


Cooxson, Rossrt, West Derby, nr Liverpool. June’. Eaton & Son, Liverpool 

Dicxin, Joy, Llangollen, Denbigh, Esq. May 26. Richards & Gons, Liangolien 

Evans, WILLIAM, Pensnett, Staffs. June 10, Ward, Dadley 

i rielgacp Sr a8 June it. King & Son, 
Y Evosnnr, Birkenhead, Chemist. July 9, Kemp, Liverpool 

een Reet, bao June 18 Medden & Oo, Liverpool 

Grnngye, Zanes, Loventar hill, Clapham, Gent. June 15. Neats, the Hollies, 

Guirrirus Taos: Ruthie, Denbigh. June 2. Licyd & Roberts, Rathia 

Hammr, Txomas, W: Green, Licensed Victaallor, June!, Peckham & Oo, 

or" Staffs. May 12. Hollingshead & Moody, 


saMineham & 00, Belen en ee Gone Jane 0, Beok- 
Hanais, Jase Duke ealmpton, Devon. May 2. Woolloombe & Son, Ply- 
Ha Sanam Jam, Ashiy ol. Victesta oh Aug’. H. Johnson, Woodside, 
wath upon Dearac, at Rober June 1 Little & Lamonby, 
Henny, Huddersfield. May 14, B. A, Beaumont, Queen st, 
Sloane sq, Baker, Jane 83 Bilewitt & Tyler, 

Trak Taroncas, Tadcaster, Yorks, Wine Merchant. Jaly i. Sah 
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Jax, E1zEn, Worthing, Sussex. June7. Collet & Minton, Worthing 

Jus, CHARLOTTE, Mannering rd, Liverpool. June 30. Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 
Kura, Francis, Theale, Berks,Gent. Junei0. Beale & Martin, Reading 
Kwow1zs, Ropeet, Lytham, Lancs, Gent. May 31. Fullagar & Hulton, Bolton 
McCrory, Parnicx, Old Swan, Liverpool, Bookkeeper. June 3. Quinn & Sons, 
seen Paleo Nev, St Mary, Jersey. June 18. Andrews & Co, Wey- 
OtpuamM, Hanerett Kez14, Leamington. June 2, Wright & Hassall, Leamington 
Owsn, Mary Ann, Leamington Priors. June 30, Field & Sons, Leamington 
PARMENTER., WALTER JosErH, Lamarsh, Essex, Gent. Junei?. Mount & Son, 
Purirs, MaRIanng, Folkestone. June 2%. Field & Sons, Leamington 

Prcror, STEPHEN, Bathford, Somerset, Dairyman. May 31, Inman & Co, Bath 
Reap, CATHERINE ELIZABETH, Harley st, Bow. Junei. Frost, Leadenhall st 
Resp, WILLIAM, Rats pl. Ge Ootege at, Oamden Town, Retired Builder June 


Peacock, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Ros, Hinwey Fans, love seats Bostery, » Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders June 


1. Goode & 
SELway, WILLIAM, Betired Baker, June 12. pane & Co, Bette 
—— en, See Victualler, June 30. Harrop & 


a Lianstadwell, Pembs. May 31. Eaton-Evans & Williams, 
Sw. Jammus, Great Barr, Staffs, retired Malster. June 16. Ryland & Co, 

'ARD W: Hotel, Merchant. June 30. Flux & Lead- 
Taney. Epw. apaeee, Langham > 





‘Faanqer, Beene Joy, Ruthin, Denbigh, Farmer. June 2. Lioyd & Roberts, 


com EuizaseTH Fortune, Peterborough, Draper. May 14. Hart & 
Trmins, Mary ELEANORA CLEGG, Cheltenham, May 28. Bubb & Uo, Chelten- 


ham 
UNWIN, FAASMA, Lansdowne grove, Neasden. June14. J &C Attenborough, 


VEALE, Brighton, Gent. Juneié. Soames & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


WEBBER, HENRY CLARKE, Covent Garden Market, Salesman, J: Button & 
Oo, Henrietta st, Covent Garden eis ig mex 
WILLIAMS, ARTHUS, Salisbury, Gent. June1. Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 


vom. © wee HE cae Tredegar, Mon, Licensed Victualler. June 24. 


Spen 
Wursor, ‘ath Bal Belgrave piace, Belgrave sqr. June13, Olabon & Parker, Great 








If the house in which you your business by taking to be pad over your head, why not 
rchase it? age ite le the purchase-money out of 
t, and qoutataly Co ae} it called in 

at an in it time. a testa cea ‘EMPERANCE 

PERMANENT IN Mit CO. Full pastiouless free by 


ENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
‘Gos cxnitined —? 


an 
posite Town Hal 
Ventilation of Offices. 











1 Aurnve MaxwaDcas, Halifax. 1 Under- {| Huse, JouN Wit11AM, Tunstall, Staffs, Tailor 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Su/Sothing Manufacturer ‘Halifex Pet ‘April 20 i2 at 19 Off Reo, Newcastle under 
Ord April 30 Hunt, oe Somerset, Haidresser ‘May 
London Gasetie—Frmay, May 2. SHARROCE Tomas, I Lower Ince, Lee | nr Wigan, Painter 9ats Off Salisbury 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Ww Pet A Ord April 29 Jaspan, Epwanp, Vroncysylite, Llangollen Denbigh, 
Aro, Tuomas. Falkin Eines. .Wemmer ser- Srms, aon, Borrowash, er shire, Publican May 
borough Pet 29 Ord April 29 . wn Dealer WPerby Pet April 29 us ab 11.48" Pricey, Wi 
— — ‘Pet a = Merchant's | syypEr, FexDERICK HALL, Winchester House, Old — James IMRAY, and oe ee oo. 
Bawsurr, Joserx, G rd, Vorest gate, Build Brent of, Diperter of She Sarde Drsemite Fee. Off Ree, ’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
High Uourt Bet Feb 19 Ord April 29 ey jectile Oo, Lim High Cours Fest Jan 16 Ord | Jouy, Tuomas, , Giam, Boot’ Dealer May 
SYDNEY Gent Croydon | q_,Pril 28 20 at10 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Card 
Pet April 29 Ord April 9 roy STRETTON, GEORGE, Nottingham, r Not- Jom, WitLtaM BT. Worvester, Coal Mer- 
Brazz, maim ROsEsr, Bethnal rd, Grocer | ginprom Woe Teese. Titord,, Besex. Oilman ener ee Rec, Worcester 
me Pes April) Ord » High Court Pet 38 Ord April 28 “a J. bbin Manufacturer 


Olement’s Agent SAMUEL 
BLACKMAN, abn Belch y Ord aprile Brighton ie 
Pet April 29 Ora April” 


Booze. Auparw, Batley, Yorks. Blacksmith Dews. April 8 Ord April 38 





a Bowerby Yorks, Tailor 
me RL April 23 = TuaweR, Joux, Bromyard, Herefordshire, Boot- 
merélal Chotk. High: Onnst: Pot mon 3 OCs | shop Manager = Worcester Rie dr Ord 
= Tuous, Knaresborough, lato Grocer | WAZEERS JOHN Oscar, 
Tan Bet ant ty e wabury Pet April Sond April so 


| Wieers, D. 
“Suffolk, Coach- | Pet April 30 


WIrHEnacE, ON, 
Ord 


2 
Ds Vatpzz, Beron, late Piccadilly High Court | April 28 
29 h | Woopmay, Witt1aM, Westbury on Severn, Glos 
ruiterer Gloucester 


E 
ve 


Exmrrr, Hewey, ye Lines, Farmer Boston Tas 


Barry, coms, 


a At at 2.20 


pudtpdiane O SOmM. OHM. 
May 12 at 11 yA 7 







Pet April Py ee 3 
99 
OBERT , Baker Leicester Pet LEWIS, JAMES, 


Rosert, Shrewsbury, Photo- 
pher Shrewsbury Pet April 12 Ord 


|W. ALFRED, Cheltenhani, ° 
Ips- | “ “ham Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

iw EPHRAIM dfil, Labourer 
Barry, | " “Merthyr ge Ree 


ARTHUR MARMADUKE, 
srrntes neice ip aiatientes ane ‘aa g Manufacturer Ma: 


—_— ws Comments, | Wem, BB Holborn circus High Court Pet 
tamer Portmadoce and Biasenau Festiniog Feb Ord April 2% 

Aprii7 Ord 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Manchester, Ir r 
~ Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
west Doster Aberdare Bun’ Wiaan, Rosth. Cardiff May 16 at 11 Off | Srmpson, 


Pet 0 Ord A Queen Cardiff 
Mis bere ara St To Buugees damon ae Baexs.ey, 


ay al on. O11C) ew 
Huddersfiel: F 


te, Grocer May 10at12 Bank- 


ruptcy bid ’s inn 
Luwis, Lovzs {94408, ‘Kingston on Thames, Clothier 
ue * at 12 24, Railway a opreneh, London 


METZ, yy MS coabin. ot . Umbrella Stick Manu- 
Taoturer ‘ay 16 at2 ankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s 


wsebury, Brewer | Moznss, GzoRGE Isaac, Harleston, Norfolk, Dealer in 
Musical Instruments May 14 8612.15 Off Rec 


Ipswich 
Mupon, E SYBELLA, Sydenham, a Seupier May 9 at1 


Baker Ohelten 24, Railway approach, London b 
ULCHINOOK, MicHARL EDWARD , Sunninghill, Berks, 
— tim ‘May 12 at 3 4, Railway 
ze 
Grocer Pet Portah, Jo HW EPHRAIM, Southchurch, Essex, Brick- 
— — 9 at3 95, Temple chmbra, Temple 


Pet April 2 Ord RvuxtTon, Goumannn, Deowsy 24) rd, Peckham 
May se abil 8 11 83, Oarey st, fields 
. Halifax. Under- 


14 at 8 Off Rec, 

Mg 
Reo, 5, Castle st, pt, Contesbary 

*M*Hlorge Dealer May May 12 at 2.30 apt 
Church wie’ Sting oO Oi neo, 8 ” Peter 


and Apert Epwarp 
Kent May 16 at 9.30 Off 


WILLIAM, Prescot, 


Lancs, Painters Mey 12at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria | SKILTO 


N, Henry, Leatherhead, . Builder 
May 1i at 12° 21, Railway x. | London 


Bridge, Yorks, Tailor auxhall Bridge rd, Timber 


Jomzs, uriccieth, 
tor and Blaenau Festiniog Pet April . Ropser F ee ae. pleognant May 12 at 1 eg wf ote Pn = 3 
bad bd Olerk in fn Holy Orders May 18 at it 25, Co 
Bobbin Manufacturer row, Birmingham Bras Jorn, 88 Beaumont, Jersey, Solici- 
April 2 Ce Some OARTL: Knaresborough, late Grocer, 8 Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
» York High Coe r, si a 134s Off ee York Rec, Y Grenrren, a Yas ;Haledvesser” jd 
A is tema Pot Coon Puan , Hetleigh,, Suitlk, Coach- 9 at 11 Off Heo, Bt eter’s church walk, N: 
me Tha Grocer Canterbury Pet Coon, Tueuie F int Buftolk, Backemnith May rare Gaston, Bradtora raiitord, on or May 18 at 12 
Liverpool, formerly Builder Deddington, Oxon, | TAYLOR, Guoras, Castle st, Faloen May 14 at 12 
Aprilts Ord % Baker May 10 at 12 1 Bt, Aldate’s Oxtora 83, re al $2, fields ” . 
1 Pigmntora, ae Mar 12 at 12,80 


ortolk, Dealer | 
i a ee is Danps, ApeRUS JOUR, 
— ae Ord April 9 
; P. 5 
47, Tate of Venttens, 


a ie iger ee oe | eee 
“e Ord Agel Be is a non 





. Crewe, Cogeer | DAME, Joma Bases wre ene Tanepes 
eos Win, Beery, Zot, canbe 


Gent May 23 at 12 Tay, poo fon an' 


une 10 at 2 Rigen 
Be + Bye is Qe 
mer May sees | Ws mr cena ets Me 


ae. 


TUNER, 


d 


Olub 


Mei we a | we Lt a 








Ae oD RET mae Co 
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ls 
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on 
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ae 
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ee 
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ADJUDIOATIONS. bala ane tag my pe A rh ry FIRST MEETINGS. 
rey <a JAMES, ot, Commertial rd, ADLAM, W: Ware- 
WIt1IaAM, Burton Leonard, nr Ripon, 
Aviarmer Northallerton Pet April 7 Ord|  \ictualler Gide Court Pet March’ 20rd | > howecman "May 15 at 12.50" Guest's Hota, hank 
Lincs, Farmer Peter- ATo, Lines, Farmer May 22 
As, cough Pet ot April 0 Ord Apel 29 ‘ ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. sya ee Bournemouth, Gorn 2 — seteatae 
evianebestet Pet March 26 Ord April30~—S*«|: EsKow, Apoupn, Rupert st. Whitechapel, Money Olerk May 14at8 Of 
ILLIAM ROBERT, Bethnal Green. Fd, Grocer Lender High Court Adjad Jan 11, 1889 Ann Brsro, Marcus, Clement's Fg ess 
Barigh High Court. f Pet A: Ca oe name 28 Hstin yan hel Bankruptcy 
S Ord ’ g) on, fruiterer 
Briguton Pet Ai ril 28 _—_ ril London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 6. Braces, 3. Fruiterer May 14 at 
BooTH, ANDREW, Batley, Yous, Blacksmith Dews- 12 Off Reo, 4, ee ghia ae 
bury PetApril30 Ord A ail 30 RECEIVING ORDERS. Boor, AxDEs, , Batley, ye May 13 
BROADBENT, JOHN, Sowerby Bridge. Yorks, Tailor at3 Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Halifax Pet April2s Ord April 28 BaRLow, NATHAN. g. Stoke upon Zoey Belider Stoke | Burroy, FraepgERice WILLIAM, ee te te ke 
BroaDLgY, ALLAN, Bradford. late Commission upon Trent Lf ~ hd Ord Bomnercial Clerk May 16 at 1 
Woolcomber Bradford Pet March 26 Ord | BowxksTr, CHARLES , urmingham, Painter cal ren ll 
29 Birmingham Pet May 3 Ord CAMPBELL, WILLIAM. Liverpool, fiosd 
Burrow, FREDERICK WILtiAM, Farringdon . Com- ‘ERFIELD, jevepes, heer Liverpool a Tram’ Co May 6 at 3 Of 5 eg 
age = Clerk High Court Pet April 28 Ord Pet May 1 Ori’ toria 
2B CARAMELLI, PIETRO, cengt pt, Restause- CULLEN, JOHN, Green row, nr Silloth. Camberiand, 
GapoGaNn, the 5 ae ¢ Honsington wim 4 tour His Court Pet May 1 Ord M Yeoman May 22 at 12 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisie 
“Ord a a oe ot | Curms, Sosare Sanus, er | Dares, Taomas WiLLIAM, uxte Barry, 
Jan2 O LS dg Birmingham Pet May 1 1 
7 ,, Knaresborough, late Grocer | Ormtax, HEINRICH, Newman st, st, Boot- bg May 20 at 8 £'o. Of Heo, ©, Queen 
eaten Bet, April Ord April maker High Court Pet May38 Ord Mays DAY, GERARD James, Cannon st Hotel,Geat May 20 
| ‘Draper Oanter- Werwickshire, | “at ii 83, Oarey st, Lincola’s inn fields 
vein, Pet Apri i il Ord A ae Apel Gardener 1 Ord Mayi Gent 
Hadleigh, Suffolk, Coach- | CULLEN, JoHN, Green row, UF Cumberland, a en 7 .. 
OO ailder Ipswich Pet April 29 Ord April 29 Yi Carlisle Pet April19 Ord May 1 ldatil 2, row, 
THOMAS. my th Ips- | Davis, WILLIAM, > Victualler Evans, Gnpirrira, Aberdaron, Oarnarvonshire, 
Pet April 29 Pet April 29 bury Pet May2 Ord 2 Farmer May 21 at 1145 Sportsman Hotel, 
OgaRtes EpwarbD, Deddington, Oxon, | Eastwoop, Harry W: ’s rd, Bayswater, enum 
a Gxtond, Fes Apeil ss Sy nats May 3 ae : cing ib I tit Of We, ftnity House , =e - ¥ 
, Leicester Pet ee Ord Ap FArRHURST, Blackpool, Builder Preston 


Ord ora) 
Epyanns. Wit Wui1usMm Henry, Fordham, Cantab, 
Machinist Cambridge Pet April 26 Ord April 


Eimitt, HENRY, Pienknex, I Lines, Farmer Boston 
Pet April 29° Ord 
berdsron. Oarnarvonshire, 


a 
Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet 


Gloucester 
P=. 


GRIFFITHS, JOHN, ‘Treala P sanaeeeaed 
Pontypridd Pet April 25" ‘Ord A: neil 
CocK, GEORGE, Green lanes, Stoke Nowingwe, 
re ) Edmonton Pet March 21 
pr 
Hopess, FANNY, Aherdane, Boot Dealer Aberdare 
eb A “i ord Apr 30 
HN WILLIAM, Senet, Staffs, Tailor 
“Tunstall | Pet Apr28 Ord Apr 
JACOBS, Arthur st ..! Debt Buyer High 
ar25 Ord A 
JonESs, BENJAMIN hte = of Reatn, Glam, Grocer 
Neath Pet Apr30 Ord A 
JonEs, ROBERT, Oriccieth, nn Contrac- 
od Ort acre and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Apr 
r 
Kenyon, Janes, Huddersfield, —_— Maker Hud- 
derefield Pet Apr 28 Ord’ Apr 28 
, EDMUND. were, < meeenen, Pilot Rochester Pet 
Mar27 Ord Apr 29 
oe “p GaorGe Isaac, ae ay ien, Norfolk, Dealer 
7. Instruments Ipswich Pet Apr 29 


ion ~ HN HENRY, Holborn viaduct, Wine Mer- 
chant Court Pet Feb12 Ord Apr 30 
Paris, Many 


29 
. OMAS, Worcester, Farmer 
ril af 


— r, Sussex, Grocer Lewes 
and a Mystbourne Pe Apr al Ord Ai r 28 
.» RICHARD, Craven rd, Pad n, Grocer 
High Court rt Pet Apr 30 Grd an + 
Prive, EpwW. Barrington, 
Manufacturer” Oamb Pet Jan 28 
Ap: 
Rayson, WIxt1AM, Leicester, Yous Dealer Leices- 
ter Pet April “7 Ord April 80 
RoBrnson, J Olova rd, Forest Gate, Saw 
= fetor High Court Pet eter 9 Ord 
SHaRROOK, THOMAS, Lower Ince, nr Wigan, Painter 
Wigan Pet A RL Ord April 99 
Sums, OHARLES elope. Derbyshire 
Horne, Dealer wal Pet April 2 Ord 
snersor, WILL1aM, Notti my laee Monntaovarer 
Not "Ord April 


Pet Apr 
SMALLEY, ay Denier 
Pet April 24 (ord Ap ii 
Beaumont, Jersey, Solicitor 

Norwich Meer ril 60 april 98 
WILLIAM rd, Bice, Oilman 
igh Court, Pet i April Ord April 80 
Brac + Np pena Bradford Pet 
2 rth, Yorks, Woollen 


ea Huddersfield Pet April 14 Ord 
Herefor,' shire, 


Ton, Jom, Re Boot 
Shop Manag Wcrees *, Pet April 49 Ord 


WiLxIngon, Josurn, Haliter, Butcher Halifax Pet 
April 20° Ord April 
1AMS, ALFRED, haltenham, Baker Cheltenham 

Pet april 29 Ord apa? 


aal, Li 
Merthyr ‘Ryaat phociiie Ora keel 


wept ae, eh aa 


cester 


ARTHUR, 


Kn 


ze Cement } 
Ord * 





GREA JAMES, Semaber Birken- 
oy Pet A 


, ANN, _ J id Milliner De 
_— Ord May 8 \wike, webury 


HaRgkis, c st Without, Book- 
a Re 


Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
HENDERSON, ROBERT, Jarrow, Durhem, Blasts 
Newcastle’ on Tyne’ Pet May 2 Ord 


2 
JOHN DaviP, St Swithin’s lane High Court 


not 
00: 

1 Ord May1 

HuGHEs, oun, Li Licensed Victualler 


May i oo tr 

Sut Cam Commission 
Agent Cambridge Sst Bas LL 
JACKSON, W£LLIAM, late of High 
J tx, DAY MOMICHAs Bla b ns 
ABDINE, Davip McMI 
J JOH Ave, Rot May $, Ord May 3 
OHNSON, N 
or Stour Pet £90 Ord Ape so 
JOHNSON, ROBERT | 
idoggges Visteniiee St Albans 1 Sot me 

r 

in Marta JANE, and Exiiza ANNS KELHAM 
Licoln, Milliners Lincoln Pet May 2 Ord 


Kxorn ¥ WILLIAM om. pews lane, } i. Biaky 


ridge 
Pet "Apr 28 is apr 
LANE, ANDREW, y W: 
smith 





illiam, Worces, Black- 
Kidaerminster Pet ani Apr Ord Apr 2 
Lyon, Wrt1LiaM, Cambri ry Chemist OCam- 


bri Pe 
~ 4 Suffolk, Innkeeper 


ILLIAM, Yoxtord, & 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May 2 
Pettel, Pawnbroker Bristol 





New ye. 


RopeEst, Aliwal 
April 10 


woetk, Builder Wandsworth 


Can 
nevErinter ter’ Kingston upoa fe ee So bra 
ooerbeert ieee seesane Swansea 
Pierce's Semuze Be 
een ie ROBERTS, 











“Snooger i ee, May 16atit. Banlkruptcy bigs, Portural — 


aia ia Sowes Bi Boilermaker May 
at2.30 Off ing IY So " 
1i3at12 Off Bi ‘+ ieee a 
AMES, . Coachbuilder May 
masseetae peer Milliner May 
at 
4 Of Bank chbrs, " 
¥ Ji Durham, 
16 at 2.30 Off Reo, 
lane, Newcastle on 
Qommission 
Tage, aes Cambs, 
Isrrt, Wrttam, Kettering, Northamptoosbic, 
ay May 13 en” ole didgs, 
Northampton 
. Port- 


tractor May 21 at 11.15 Sportsman 
madoc 
Logan, Witi1amM Guorcs, Surrey 


Em iat it. Daak- 
ibankment, Auditor May inp tld 


Tuptcy bidngs, Portugal st, 
4g ay ey 3 
Lyon, W. whe, late Chemist May 13 
at 30 Of Ree, Petes Oury, 
ay 19 at u Want Beant binee Northamp- 


MENNELL, Yoxford, Saffolk, Innkeeper 
Of Norwich 
May 17 at 12 > ees. aire 


CRA te 


Moors, fax, Jeweller May 15 
10 tis Clogger May 
16 at 2.30 Off Reo, Newoastle Lyme 

New Church, LW., 

Farmer 17 at 1 olyrood 
port, LW. aie 
3.30 ‘County Oourt 

Prrousy, BENJ, May 15 at 
Soy oe 

PIVOit feo, &, King st, Norwich 


May 19 ay WS 
Ropsgat, erndee rd. 
sw ineckre on, Se, Soe 
9 J aw nna Baker May 16 at 20 
ian, Merchant 
‘s inn 
16 ab 12 33, Carey 


So 
Miter lay it a8 OR eq ik Ries so 
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The following amended notice is ang for 
that published in the London Gazette, May 2. 


Huney, Lestherhead, Surrey, Builder 
OMiag’ 9 at 1 2, Railway 


Lo:don 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Corn Merchant's 


Liverpool , 






; 
“, 
ieee 


bf sag Picture Dealer | 
Ord 


Halifax Pet May 
Banhill ~ Printer High Court | 


SELL LS LE LTS LEE FS 
& 


GRUNEEIL, JAMES, » Poole 
; Pet April30 Ord May 2 
q £ Hawsow, ; Milliner Dewsbury 
i Pet 2 Ord 2 
e Hagen, st Without, Book 
: 


RCA SIS 


27 
: 





Ea Ran, Apel 2 Ord 


Fe so Gacncs EDWARD, oe Ty 


au 

eo Lros, ae 

‘ > 2 ae 
d Wriax, ¥ 


April 2 P ord 
apg Peg oe late of Reading, 
Reading 


— ¥ Chemis$ Cam- 
Oy ee 
‘Jeweller _ ar 


i 
ae 
a 


2 Newport and Ryde Pet 4 “Mie 

rk Mvtcock, Wuiism Jous, Ciothier 
eS Cheltenham Pet April? Ord 

a4 Pawz, Huser, late Deritend. B 

a Tube Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 2 





18214M. Biackbarn, Fruiterer Blackburn | 
Apris Ord Mayi 


re, Gar- | 


| Fone othesoage tape 
£ RicHARDs, 


May :0, 18,0, 
aa ool, GEMM, Wakefield, Mechanic | LAW PARTNERSHIP. —Solicitor (Corti 


Graduate of Oxford; over 
, BENJAMIN, Gateshead, > peed Newcastle | | mitted 1886) would be glad to Hear of a Partnarahig 
Pet May 2 Ord Clerkshi lea 
: Norwich Pet | ayenta.— A. 


“Ord Norwich, miing t o a Partnershi 
not 8 
ae, : er Eiaeten, Baker Chester Pet | 





essrs. T. Senders & on 











Portugal-street, ia 
BON th 15 "Ont May 1 il 
ae} le | OWT peentel Swansea | CLASSES for FINAL and HONOURS EXAML 
SHAW, Guonan 5 BENNETT, mxNmrT, Dionis sd. Fenchurch st, | NATIONS are taken personally for two hour 
we Ord — — | 
R. GEO. F. HUGGINS (First in Fist 
April it Ord i a a eee =u | AA Case Honours, Easter, en and Winner a 
| re eee eae, Nottingham. Hairdresser Not- | Medal). Also Postal ration.—For particulars, 
WInt1aM, Merthyr aa Merthyr terms, &c., apply, 89, Chancery-lane, W. w.c. 
Tydfil Pet April 30 Ord RESULTS.—In January last 17 out of 19 pupils 
ae, Weis. Kenda, Butcher's Aseistant yp and 8 fare fonour. few the : 
ILLIAMS, BENJAMIN, Skew: Jam, Coal Trimmer | “7 years “ave ‘obtained Honown ant 
Neath’ Pet May? Ord May 2 | & lenge percents obtained 
AMS, JOHN * Glengall =. Old Sout id, t 
Dealer in House Prop | Clifford’s-inn 
prili2 Ord Mays } a! 
| Woon, Janes, » Clothier Cardiff Pet April | 
| | 





NVESTMENT in FREEHOLDS.—To Pay 
my unctlon cent.; five minutes’ walk 
Station ; to close a trust 

Premises, 


ADJUDICATION AN veut | 


COOPER, bg and WALTER Coo 


ER, Manches etal ate; 
ay ee Agind = 2 





| Glass Merchants Man es +2. Sets of let (one on lease 
Annul April 30 nny tenants at £200 ear, the tenants o 
the others iat 
tenants at £9), 


Tul par Gowiors ct Mr, ALF 
BIRTHS, mane eem. AnD DEATHS, rao ew Broad-street, E. 





oxarrom ~Ape %, at 28 Beth, William | To be Sold, pursuant to an order of ba h Court 
fy why FG of Henry + Olapten, Bs of i. baehye vd he Le A estion of pete 

| Widcombe-crescent, Bath. — Teen with the approbation of Mr. Justic 
4 _ ne Chichester-street. St. R. HENRY JOSEPH DOWDEN (of th 


BW. “John GR. -- Hamilton firm of Measrs. Glasier & Sons), at the AR 
Humphreys, 0 of Lincoln's barrister-at-law, | Tokenhouse-yard, City, oa THURSD ) MAY 2 
aged 73 at TWO o'clock, @ charming F PREGHOLD RESID 
a bnown as ‘No. 2, een. Park-lang, 
Stanhope-gate. five bed rooms 
one hae room, bath 7 ag doub'e drawing soos. 
double dining room, stud 4 servants’ offices, 


ouse and small garden. Stabling ai pining 
can be had ot lense. 
d conditions of sale of Joseph E 








SALES OF ENSUING Seer 
May _ 13.—Messrs. Dornan. Tagen 


& Bewcew the Mart, EO, at 2 oclook” 
| ¥- oN ane 
vertisement, 


May [i Meany se Wisin omicak the Sit Hiatt BO. 











Tu t, ’ 
rner, = Bolicitor. 17, King stree Cheapside ; 











2 o'clock, Freeho vestment (see ad essrs. pr og & 
Solicito aN oll Strand; t the Mart; and 
Bis —— May 6, » ow eee aS SI aN | Bolictors fy New-inn, Str -ouians, 5.W. 
All letters intended for publication in the | BERMONDSEY. 


“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. | § 


Excellent Freehold Investment.—By order of the 
Trustees of the will of John Oastler, Esq, 


ESSRS. FIELD & SONS will SELL by 
AUCTION a6 the MART. on FRIDAY, MAY 
s. 1890, TWO o'clock. in Two Lots, val — 

REEHOLD INVESTMENTS, comprising most 
pe tantially-built modern warehouses and instore 
Nos. 14, 16, 16, and 17, White's-grounds. Ber 

oy, facing oeny of Messrs, Day, Noakes, 

abetting up the Lonion, Brighton, and 
th Coast Railway rt close to the approach to 
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REVIEWS 





& Co,, and 


ee eee eee ee 





ERO ae soe see -ceer cscs sccccercee 463 pry Tower Bridge (now in course of construction), 
Usav ALIFIED PRACTITIONEES In THE Mayor’s po aed = mated aceutal 4 of £605 per annum.—May be 
Lagat News Particulars may be wr a the Mart; of Mes«ra 
Papers ..... * 482 | Ford, Lioyd, Bart Michelmore, Hoticitors, 4, 
Wurpinc-vp p Novions. bad ebeer obdat codecs on aa S| my aa &: of - eee - 
Creprrons Ni OCC OO MR EOe CREE - weeet sone Son, Architects, 9 annon-street, «3 
| Sasmeorsoy Stonscms vautarceborecseces pecowenwad « A | | the Auctioneers, “A, A 5 High -street, 8.E. 
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[MISTY aM 
attr, PO by erented, 


Head Orricz : 9, Serie street, Lincoin’s-inn, London, 


fi0k KAY | 
. SUBTICE KAY, 


i bial of Clerts, 7, Liana: V~ 
ipelortemiieges 
BONDS either in 
into 


THE LAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 
CAPITAL, £1,000,000.  PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 
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